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Diatrict of Maztachueetts, to wit : 


BE IT REMEMBERED, that on the twenty-chird day of Aoguet, 
the thirty-faſth year of the Independence of the United States of 
Maxninc & Lone, of the did District, have deposited 
n a Book, the right whereof they claim as Pro- 
i in 
which the disti g Sentiments of the Baptists are explained and 
vingicated : In answer to a late Publication the Rev. Sauer 
Woscte sr, A. M. addrcsecd to the Author, entitled, Serious and 
Candid Letters.” By Tuounns Bairowin, D. D. Pastor of a Baptist 
Church in Boston. Am 2 become your enemy, becaure I tell you 
the truth ?...ravuz.” 

is conformity to the Act of the Congress of the United States, enti- 
tled, * An Act for the encouragement of learning, by vecuring the 
copies of maps, charts, and * bugks, to the authors and tors of 
such copies, during the times therein mentioned; and abo o an Act, 
entitled. An "ef learning, by D Aa the 
encouragement of by ecu the copies of maps, and 
books, to the authors and — ä during the times 
therein mentioned; and extending the benefits thereof to the arts of 
designing, engraving, and etching and other prints.” 


WILLIAM & SHAW, Clerk of the Diatrict 
of MA,. 
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words following, ts wit : * A Series of Letters, In — 


— 


perc reeive, the principal topics of dispute between the BA 
tists and ptists are brought to view, and amply di * 
* l | E 
* £ 


wou 


Preface. 
LENT ATR —— 


IN perusing the ensuing work, the candid reader Fi 


promise, given to Abraham, (Gen. xii, 3.) Is thee hall + 
families of the earth be blessed and the promises contained 
the covenaht made with him twenty-four years after, of w 
eircumcisiqn was the zv Alſo, the distinction between t 
covenant, and that called the New Covenant, it is believed, 
is Clearly supported. 8 
It is hoped that the reader will like wise find satisfactory e 
dence of the real difference in the 44 visible organization” of tg. 
Jewish and Christian churches. That although religion is 4A 
ways the same, and believers under 1 are 13. 
lowed in some sense to he the same, yet churches, consi<s 
ered as *visibly organized bodies, are so totally distinct fro: 
each other, as to forbid the supposition that they are one. 
The argument in faypur of infant haptium, as founded 44 
circumcisioh, is icularly considered in the ensuing | 
Besides many collateral| and | indirect proofs, which serve t> 
shew the fallacy of the argument, the reader is iculargy 
desired to notice the observations on Act xxi. 18—22,, in L 
ter XVII. page 236. 7 a | 
By examining this, he will be convinced, that the believi 
Jews still continued to circumcise their children; hence, not #7 
all likely that they should baptize them. And it must also 
clear to demonstration, that they could not consider baptigm & 
having taken the place of circumcision; for in that case they = 
4 have omitted the latter, and have practised the forme == 
Or, had they have done this, they could not have blamed Pc“ 
for teaching the Jews not to circumeize their children, as abowt2. = 
Or, had Paul inculcated the baptism of infants, instead of cit © 
cumciging them, he would not failed to have mentioned it ol; 
this occasion, in vindication of his own character. . 
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Mr. Worcester's „ ample proof, from the ancient fathers, 
will be carefully examined by the reader; and whatever he may 
discover in it favourable to infant baptiam, he will conscien- 
tiously pass to his account. 

Though but cursorily, the mode of baptism has received some 
congideration. The arguments and authorities quoted are few, 
but direct to the point; particularly those of Calvin, Witsins, 
and Campbell. | 


The writer of these Letters is far from thinking that the sub- 
ject is exhausted. But before any further proof is called for, 
he hopes the arguments already advanced may be allowed their 
full weight. If these are duly considered, he has reason to hope 
that such as are desirous of finding the right way, may have their 
doubts removed, and their minds established in the truth. 

That the enlightening influences of the Spirit of God may be 
afforded to the reader, while examining this feeble effort to re- 
tore the churches to apostolic purity in practice, is the earnest 
wisb, and sincere prayer of 


The public's devoted servant, 


THE AUTHOR: 
July 1, 1810. 
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LETTER I 
REV. AND o AR $1R; 


Your « Serious and Candid Letter“ 
by your 8 2 to me soon after their 


mou but 8 e my = 
wee 


them for 3 | 4 
a note ad to you, acknowl ; the rece f 
#14 of your book, it was proposed at ſome cre ered | 
| bestow that attention upon the work, which its natu 
and importance demanded, I thought to have resumed 
che subject long before this time but the numer 
| calls of duty have not ited me to give your Lett 
| a Second reading, although more than seven months hy 
now ela 
| During this period, however, I have 3 
201] tra wt degree of seriousness, on the impot: 
tant controversy between us. At times, I have almorgs 
Leg ex not to publish * thing more on the 


er en a, lese, in . yo — al 
4 A against ures in a private letter. And 


although I yp now concluded (Deo yolente,) to submit. 
my thoughts to the public, I candidly confess, it is not 
without a oy ue of reluctance that I n 7 
attention to leasant controversy. " iN 1 0 
To say nothing * the talents combined 


/ 


K 


* m * 4 — —— : 
> * * 3 4 . 
* ' 
. Py — % 4 * * 7 „% wy - 7 4 , 

, 0 = kr * 0 — — ” * 4 as 4 goat cs 

b * ww "Y 4 4 Las I—_— 1 bs. A : "ES : 2 þ To 
AS; * : . Made 5. ” 1 0 "+ Vn, 44 
e a * nn \ I 4 Fg * 8 . = % 4 . 1 { al 

. — * 

0 4 A 
o © » G a 


- 
5 


and the dizagreeable feelings which the 
candidly it\may be mana will y produce i 
the minds of those who .fram. me z het 


We Aer e- enim 
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| $acrificing so much precious time, which 2 
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6 LETTER I. 


pect of br 
arguments ting. 

After stating the objections, vou will 
Why then do you not sit down in silence prion I * 
> —We as the above reasons are, others { present 

At a former period, influenced by these reason, and 
some others which I hall presently have occasion to 
mention, I resolved not to reply to your Reverend Broth- 
er's « Candid Discussion,“ as he was pleased to call it ; 
but finding myself blamed both by him and you for not 
writing, I have concluded briefly to review your Letters. 

I am not without hopes, that what I may write, will, 
under the blessing of God, prove useful to some per- 
plexed — assisting them to distinguish between 
human tradition and Divine Institution. 

My first intention, was not to have followed your 
track, by giving a separate answer to each Letter ; but 
1 soon the impracticability of attempting to 
methodize your ments, so as to be able to answer 
them satisfactorily in any other mode, 1 have there- 
fore concluded to pursue this method. 

In my design, I hope to plead no other 
cause than that of truth, nor use any other weapons 
than those which Christian candour will approve. But 
in doing this, I shall not think myself obliged to preface 
every argument with the word « serious, nor to ban- 
ish every ray of cheerfulness and pleasantry, lest the 
gloomy countenance” of bigotry should occasionally 
brighten into a smile, while plodding over N rugged 
field of controversy. 

I am sorry, Sir, to find, that you have taken ouch un- 
wearied pains to make your readers believe, (and I doubt 
not but you have succeeded with some who have never 
Seen my n that I had treated the subject of your 

great levity. That to your serious ar- 

— more had been than „ vulgar 
ridicule. Indeed, in one instance, you have Still 
der, and insinua. t I have been guilty of sue auch in- 
ICacy, that « no consideration whatever sbould 4088. 


__ controversy to a close, are et 
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on you to transcribe” the passage into Ty 
- will be more particularly noticed in its 


. your book, could I express myself in t 


- them, to sit down and chu the cort, I knew full WE?, 


LETTER L 


Lou are pleased to say, « Of the spirit F 
of unquali 
fied commendation, it would certainly a me a peeu- 
liar pleagure.) You then add, Professions, 1 | 
you have been pleased 7 ee , and they will a] 
I trust, be duly appreciated.” This language cannot 
easily be misunderstbod. It may serve as a specimen of 
the disingenuous manner in which you have thought fit 
to treat me in your writing. "= 
| My general conduct awards the Pæd ists in every 
period of my ministry, will be the best criterion of the 


sincerity of my professions respecting them. To this 1 
cheerfully appeal. While I sacredly refrain from sug- 


esting a suspicion of the zincerity of your * — 
1 you, Sir, I hold in utter contempt any 
insinuations af my own... | Pet "In 

I am not insensible, that Se imperfection has at- 
tended my feeble efforts in this unpleasant controversy, 
But can truly gay, that | it has been my constant desire 
and aim, while attempting to expose what I believed t5 
be error, to do it in a candid; open, Christian manne , 
So far as I have failed, I have come short of my objet 
and injuted the cause I was attempting to icate. 
in any instance I have used improper we, I man 
heartily retract it. 

As my present sentiments are not those in which 1 
was educated, I trust I was enabled, before I embraced 


that 4 THIS SECT Was every where en 3 
Had I only consulted my own ease, or my calcu 
tions merely to secure the friendship of ny ering breth- 
ren at the ex of truth, I might, indeed, * repent” 
that I had dared to be an author.” | * 
Although conscious of the rectitude of my motives 
writing, and feeling an unshaken confidence in the 6 
timents which I have endeavoured to advocate, as 
according to the mind and will of Christ; yet I am 
from being insensible to the ry combined 
me, 4 a man, it is CN Fon | that 13 
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8 
| nevertheless, to be able to do justice to your arguments, 


Vvour beam Thornton, and 


ö 1791, 
— — D 
apology offered by your generous brothers, I am inclined 


LETTER 1. 


shyness and resentment of some, and the 
ol others: yea, even — 


r 
B — 


e green, 
chat it is not the « 


roma 


my i 


4 en 21 

ou commence your first Letter, Sir, by noticing a 
very trifling matter of etiquette,in the cons 1 
The 
1 
Friendly Letter which was published 
1 could not obtain several 


fol : 4 


your poluteness. in tending me a copy; 


in this statement, that ample justice was done to your 
brother; but since neither he nor you are satisſied, it is 
necessary that the public should know the — 


case. 
Lou are to say, « The Letter, owing to come 
from 


casualty or mistake, failed of 


did, it is more than I ever heard before. But you add, 
« Copies of it, however, at his particular instance, were 
forwarded to you by two of his brothers; with an apol- 
ogy for the and a assurance, that it 


| — — culpable inattentĩon on his 


part.“ All this, Sir, appears very plausible, but it hap- 
pens not to be exactly correct. The true state of facts 


d ccording to my best recollection, (and I believe I am 


you 
him.“ popes emer . 9 —.—, If he / 


ce:ter to get it printed. | \ | 


to Concord to the printer, and was told that it was in the 


| LETTER L. 
correct) is 28 follows) Sbine time previeudi 
cation of the above Letter, the Rev. | | 

of Salisbury, informed mt that his brother, at 


had written a Reply to my pamphlet on 
250 Communion : that he was chen on his 


Some jnbrLabey time after, sent to Worcester a 
order to procure a copy, and was informed that it was 
not printed there, but at Concord in N. H. I then sent 


press, and when completed I should be furnished with * 
a copy: but this also failed. During the latter” part 61 
the winter and spring, I was frequently ioned, by 
my friends from different parts of the country, | 
ing Mr. Worcester's 40 eee Letter.” At length a 
gentleman of your present ion, while convers- 
ing with me, mentioned the $0 of the * Friendly 
Letter,“ and observed, that he had understooll, or thought, 
] was nearly ready toſpublck my reply. I informed hm 
I had never yet seen Mr. Worrester's book. — 
to be much surprised, ina much as it was a Letter 
dressed to r. that I should not have been served 
2 copy z and proposed to procure me one for perbsal. 

A few weeks after this, (being not far from six Sly 
after its publication) I received a copy from Mr. Wor- 
ceiter, of Salisbury, with an apology, expressing his sur- 
prise that I had not received one before, being wholy: - 
unable to account for the omission. Some time after x 
received another, and a similar apology from your brottys 
er then at Worcexter, (these were both referred to in the 
Reply.) But, Sir, neither of these apolog jes were pre. 
1 to be made, at the particular i e of your | 
brother” at Phorntow; nor have I ever the leazt 
reason to suppose they were made at his request, or ev 
by his knowledge. I supposed he must have knogy 
that, by ome means, I had failed of seasonably obtaivigg 
a copy. One word of apology from him, or from any 
person i at his particular instauce, would have cons 
pletely satisfied me, as e as yo * - 
to be. | ME 

Dis | 


felt the omiszion very $ensi- 
m hes aria — . 
ist 
in 


| - . ! 0 y. 
N 2 | they rear. It was 


reprooſ. But 1 am willing to acknowledge, that I never 
understood that common usage me to send a 
book. to every person whose writings I had noticed, or 
I had to mention. If this be re- 


Appendix any. notice of your brother's « 
cussion, &c,” in answer to my Brief Vindication.” I do 
p not feel myself accountable for your disappointment ; as 
I cannot easily conceive why you should expect me, at 
this distance mined for wore tha a work which I had 
For 

felt willing to rest that 
—— writing again. 
from the J blow, he cer- 
CD eee 198 whe to 


ing, be an essential term of communion a=) the Loy, 


rene 
FE ©” - 
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table ? Part III. p. 8.) 


To this s:atement, my arguments througtiout my Ries 
directed. As there was no- between x 


were 


with respect to the 2 of baptism in 30me mode +; 


a virible qualification for communion at the Lord's tabl 
it reduced the aubject to this single question, « What hy, 
gos pel baptizm “ Two thin — * it was conceived, wer 
necessary to constitute — ptism ; i. e. that the pi 
son to be baptized should be a proper subject; and thin. 
the ordinance be eee in a proper manner. That 
none but believers could be admicted by the gospel rut g 
and that nothing short of immersion was to be conss + 
ered\as baptism, I furnished the most ample testi ; 
But to these ar ts, which, if I have any discers - 
ment, mugt be ed to be to the according to bf; 
statement, he was to make the following 
But if you should write upon the gen 5 
appointed mode of baptirm, until you are as old as Meth 
selah, and as blind as Bartimeus, it will be of no 
as to the gubject of close communion.” (Cand. Di 

100.) 

4 — cbmparing the foregoing Statement, and his recul 
upon my remarks, a man must have a greater fondne: - 
for controversy than I have, to pursue Co: subject an; - 
further.—These reasons, it is hoped, N Sul þ 
ficient to clear me from the $uspicion of g your 
brother's | « ' Candid Discussion“ either « unworthy of 

my notice, or « unanswerable,” as you have ” 
pleased to suggest. 

No mention of your brother in 1 1 
would er! by me, had you not 7 
the subject; for, however you may be 
only united by the ties of nature and friendship, but 
a common interest in this subject, I have no more vo J 
with this connexion ndr you had never he; x 


taken up in stating the su 
treated of in my 
tn Jt a an the nie which you hve 


1 


1 
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to yourself (p. 7.) in conducting your part of the con- 
troversy, I have no particular objections to; but wherein 


you depart from them, I r ended 
ara your deviations, 


I am, dear Sir, TY 
Respectfully yours, &c. 


— 9 LOCO OE 
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REV. AXD DEAR $18; 


| HAVING finished your preliminary observations 
in your preceding Letter, —in this you proceed to open 
the subject of dispute, by stating * of the proposit ions 
which I undertook to prove, viz. That Mr. Worcester 
bad totally mistaken the promise in his text ; that the 
Apostle referred to a promise E distinct from that 
from which he has reasoned.” proof of this point, it 
was made to appear, that the N in the eighth verse 
of your context, and that in your text, were the same; 
that both referred to a promuve made twenty-four 
gears before the institut ĩon of circumcision, and which 
was recorded in the xiith chapter of Genesis, and not in 
the xviith, where the covenant of circumci is found. 
To this reasoning you have made the following re- 
ply: I was aware that the PROMISE referred to in my 
text was awppozed to be the same which was cited in the 
8th verze of the context ; I was aware that this prom- 
ise was first given to Abraham about twenty-four years 
before the covenant with him was sealed, wit ek 
of circumcision; I was aware, that by the 
baptists this proniise was not allowed to be i 
ann of” which circumcision was the NE — 
„ Aware” of all this, Sir, one would En at least, 
that a man of your known prudence and modes, would 
have zelected arext of ales doubtful ature 493 foun- 


= 1 9 11 

D "EY 

K. of 0th. hoon _— 
1 3 e 


Me U. * 
i br you tad an undoubred At 


eee [ perceive n 
ever, the least intimation given to your 
promise in your text did not exclusively refer to the c 
enant of circumcision, and to no other 
ishing as it may appear, — on the 
| must have led them to a conclusion directly oppoxite?; 
| that which you now lu you were pare was co — | 
1) — dic coca | : 
In the which concludes 1 Thleciacet 5 
your Dh RI make the foll 1 
observations Bach, my brethren, is 
reasoning employed by the Apostle in this in 
chapter. It is (you 1 2 to be 2 
ed, that, with a earn to 0 


dation of your 
to choose 


chm yur ven 


of | their | 
e . 
church in the family of Abraham, takes b. 

THEN MADE with mm and Bit reed, and rac 


down in the transmission of its privileges and blesf $igs 
to the Gentile churches,” How” you could make' 

- golemn statement to your heaters, 22 a 

it, and now repu it'to the world, when there's 

— appear in the whole chapter to be the least refer ſce 

to that covenant, but to a ps. ve which you tell ustf© 

. wre aware was delivered about twen years 

is to me —— „ e | 

„ The A y you) ascends to 

period of « wp inst 2 55 of the church ws 

family,” (referring to the xviith of Genes 9 No, a 

he passes in peer over; . and ascends to a p 

still higher 1 


he referred to with the u 
time in which it was given, to be 430 oo : 
giving of the law. This is a fact which I think you yi 
hardly choose to deny, and one which cqncludes' I bst 
„ decidedly against your reasoning. Tou will ng f be 
bn ef dear Sir, if I request you, JETOTE | sb 

* of your ane" to examine this 
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LETTER IL 


and a few others of a similar nature, and see 


in the zeal of the ae have not been 
too inattentive to the accuracy you 


In my Strictures, — = . that you had 
mictalen the in your text ; but you now inform 
us, it was not a miitake ; and have chosen to defend what 
I considered as an error, rather than to retract it. And 


that we might understand that nothing escaped you when 


contemplating your subject, you tell us, that you © were 


aware” that the promise insisted on in your Discourses, 


was first given to Abraham about twenty-four years be- 
fore the exixtence of that covenant which was edel 
with circumcision ! 

But what appears still more extraordinary ju, you go 
further, and say, « I was aware of all the aka 
which you have advanced in support of their opinion :” 


(meanmg the opinion of the Antipzdobaptigts.) But 


how you should be © aware of all my arguments,” months 


hen ne conceived — 3+ yea, before you | 


had thought of printing your Discourses, much lex | of 


the world to conceive. Should you say, that other wri- 
ters had advanced the same I should not 
think proper to-contradict you ; but I confess I should 
be much gratified to know who in particular had ever 
advanced all my arguments. I can only say, I never saw 
them, nor did I ever contemplate them until after read- 
ing your Discourses. 

After showing in the most clear and undeniable man- 
ner, that the Apostle, throughout the chapter which con- 
tained your text, had his eye upon a promise distinct 
from that from which you had reasoned, I observed, 
that « your laboured superstructure was left without 
foundation.” To this you reply; „ Really, Sir, this is 


doing the business off hand.” ——<« But“ ——say you, 


blow unshaken and 


« my superstructure has stood your 
still rests secure on an immoveable basis.“ is „ im- 

moveable basis“ must then be somethin ing « distinct from 
the promise in your text; for I must still insist, that I 
have ow even to demonstration, that that Ten did 


A 
9 2) „ | 


them, is not the easiest thing in 
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LETTER IL. 


not belong to the covenant of circumtision, on whi 
your plane 4 were _ | 


hibited in the above case, you "re unable to 2 


what the « dilemma” is > | 
be placed, I really Pins that most writers-woultt 
feel themselves in some kind of a dilemma, had they: 
brought forward a favourite theory as fo upon i ** 
particular passage of Scripture, should it be | 
ed that that scripture did not support it, I ever conceive 
ed, that when a preacher had selected a text as the fours, 
dation of his discourse, and proceeded to infer certaity” 
doctrines from it (whatever be might be aware of) tha 
he meant his hearers should believe that the text sup 
ported the doctrine: he inferred. But it seems t 
nothing of this kind would embarrass your Ty ne 
the least. „„ 

Your attempt, Sir, to In it appear that the otheß⸗. 
parts of your text, exclusive of the promice (065 hon RY | 
the close, are quite sufficient to * e 
only serve to show that you feel the ns 
unwilling to own it. 
Hut, Bir, was it not the promise in the last\clause 
your text, to which your doctrine looked for its mai 
support ? Your statement reads thus: « In Ged's coves bh 
nant of PROMISE worth Abraham, provision was made os 
the continuance of the church formed by it, and thus for 2 
transmiszion of the privileges and Merrings contained in ity 
from generation to generation, down to the clue of time." 
This, Sir, is the doctrine as stated in your Discou 
and which you as arising from the text plac 
at the beginning 25 them. | 

In this statement you | undeniably refer to the en 
when circumcision was instituted, and to no other; for 
you expressly mention, « God's covenant of 
by which a church was formed in Abraham's mily.®. 
Now, Sir, if you were «'awarye,” at the time of writi 
and delivering your Discourses, that the promise in your 
text was the same with that in the eighth verse of 
contex 9 that twenty-four years had elapsed 
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in which i 
of time —1 
from them? NT that 4 
eee | 


5 
| 


distant 
wely 


believed that one in a hundred of 


1 F 


circumcision. If any of them thou — on, they 


were not indetted 10 your Dicourees for the informa- 


I perceive, Sir, that you are. much dinurbod at 
Saying, 7 yur boured. superstructure was 
without foundation.“ This conclusion was mad E 


r 
text. I am not very tenacious 


— E 
iberty to draw their own conclusions. Nor do I sup- 

a doctrine is necessarily false, because not supported 
* the text on which it is founded; but I certainly think 
it renders it very doubtful. 

You proceed to say, „Were your premises to be ad- 
mitted in their utmost extent, they would only go to 
evince, that I have transgressed that correct rule of ser- 
monizing which requires the text to be such as fairly to 
support the doctrine. But, Sir, this is a very different 
thing W * eyes y doctrine is without founda- 
tion.” My dear Sir, have you not lost sight of the pro- 
position which I undertook to prove ? It was simply this, 


that you had mistaken r {Rt 


the Apostle referred to a promise entirely distinct 
Se ns The pom, e 


22 


them in one connected view, i 


| 


LETTER * 1 ö 
that ll ne depraveds m doctrine, 12 1gt =s 


supported hy the text, | might have well fourrF: 
e had you published such 2 giscouts 


as this, eee 3 


to show you had mistaken the 
* : fre ask, whether you do Mo 

ould have $aid as handsome 7 ir 
ele eee whic 
2 these remarks ? 223 kl | $257 41 

is hot a doubt in my you 5 

IN . 6c yr argument” vi Z 
the doctrine pf depravi the first verse of 


as in proving the P from the 29t 1 
verse of 5 chapter _ 2 ler 85 w ge 

am willing to you full credit for this ingenious i, 
e for I rea 41 it Wider me case maps et 


xiderati ion. 5 
In order to illustrate the pa nature of ny 
doctrine, you proceed to show, that the ar 
support of it « are drafrn. from no less th . 
copiqus scriptural topics.“ Had you brou ahi foe — 
texts of scripture, in support of your eee it wouk 
have weighed much more with an inquirer after truth; 
than all your present arguments, | As your topics are n 

formed of express of scripture, I see no 

for their being E daniel with the title of « $cri V 

You might —5 increased them to twice or even thrigr: 

their present number, and had them equally cp, 
That my readers as well a* yours may have a full vitx: - 

of the five pillars, as | you are pleased to call them, f 

which your doctrine rests, I will now place them befay,! | 


1. „ By the covenant made with 1 he * 
NI the father of all them that believe. br 
% God's covenant of promise made with Abraham; 
Kaas. all the blessings and privileges. ever W 
to betievers, and to the church. 
3. « The covenant made with Abraham and his 
is the covenant of which, in the New Testament, Chr 
is Said to de the e and Which is e 98 


n 
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23 to be established with the church in the 


MN e Ten ne te pe s uniformly in 
the as the same church, 

a the same array en 
the iy of Aer 

„ covenant made with Abrabam is exprecly 
declared to be an everlasting or perpetual copenant; a 
covenant to continue to the len generations.” 947 

These, Sir, are the «« five very copious criptural top- 
ics” from which your arguments are drawn in support 
of your doctrine. Did you suppose that we,ought to ad- 
mie your doctrine to be troe, 204 tobe avietly 
r ext, merely because 
you had chosen to ſive preceding topics to 
argue from in its defence ? If so, you have taken more 
than reason requires us to grant. 

These five topics are mostly, if not all of them, doubt- 
5 
: to say: you have drawn 
vour — app_yT_OE Heroine? 


If MO topic, 
Wee of the thi ä 
cc comprises all == blessings and — —5 ever 

to believers and to the church, I conceive it 
would have been equally true. But in both cases it 
would be giving certain expressions a very improper lat- 
itude. 

Your third and fourth topics, can by no means be ad- 
mitted as scriptural in their form: nor can I per- 
ceive that you have fairly supported them. If, indeed, 
we allow you to attach just as much to the covenant of 
circumcision as you please, taking in what was promised 
four and rem pears befor before, and five and twenty years 
after, you will do something towards supporting them. 
But, assign to that Cs er what the scriptures 
have assigned to it, and your 4 will totter, 
unless succoured from some other 

J as nl it 


« Could it be proved, (say you 
cannot, that the promise, to which reference is had. in the 
last clause of my text, did not belong to the covenant on 


—W 4 — 
. 


n 
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it would certainly, however, be lowed, t this im or- 
tant sentiment lies upon the very fac text, 
all true believers are children of ging | as his: 
dren, heirs.” Upon the + tr ask, „ Br: 
what are e as the ae 1 
Undoubtedly (you add) to the righteoutnes 772 0 
which circumcision was an appointed e 7 hav 
doubt, Sit, if you will give yourself the trouble, but: for 
a moment, to review this statement, you will, with: N 
think it a very confused one: for x ma cannot 
true believer without the rightrourness of 1 
Tat 


absolutely necessary to constitute his 
then it cannot be char, to which be js made an 
believing. © But to what Ege f 

dren of Abraham heirs ?” 1 Tf dren, Len 
heirs; HEIRS or Gop, and joint heirs with Chrin.” . 5 
fo A7 inheritance, ee undefiled, and that fat 


away, rezerved in Are Jar your. ine vili. 125 


is 
Tur ids eee rad ker. Jo 


Edwards, and of the formidable aspect of your argumi 


I leave to your own reflections. . 
7 250 

I am, dear Sir, very respectfully yours, &c i 
Tf 
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REV. AS 90 DEAR BIA, | 
HAVING in your precedi 
to show, that were you even to 
promize to be correct, it would not leave your 
without foundatinn ; in this, you labour to 
pear, that my views are not correct 3 „ and t 


1 

t Ge 
promise, In iber bull all nations be blersed, was really incu 
ded in the covenant of the church, of which circumcis 4 

| was an igstitared seal. N py 


{ \ = 
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464 you 
An 
'of his 


@L= 


promise given to Abraham in the 
mw . eircumcision record- 
ee — know to the contrary. 
I e eee, And by 
y this procf you compelled to acknowledge, what 
"was kept wholly out of sight in your Discourses; viz. 
| that the « promise in your text was first given to Abra- 
ham dur years before the enn with 
on.” 


| to es- 


Your observations on Gen. ili. 14, 15, and what 
you have quoted from Mr. Satt, are generally correct ; 
and agree in substance with what I stated in my Stric- 
tures, that the sun OF THE WOMAN and the SEED or 
ABRAHAM in whom the nations were to be blessed, were 
the same. 

On the supposition that these promises were similar 
in their nature, you proceed to ask; „ Is not the work 
of redem one, though in constant progression f No 
doubt of it. Is not the church of the redeemed, 

" though under different dispencations, t t all 
ages, one N a g all 

K ele in 
a certain sense; but this oneness does not depend 


0 3 but on the ON pra * 
g Johnson. 


tren w. 
Spirit of God. You n 


= re” 
5 SS F 2 Ang he 
Ros 


NN — is, 
have made Christ the fo 
what is all this to the p 


these things 7? l 
The above questions you ; thought prope to ask as 
for the followin « And is it, then, 


be su in this b state, (that is, tt 
ch under the Abrahamic dispensation) « it would. 
removed from the foundation of 2 8 2 
the Merriab and all the blersingt. of his kingdom, and plac; 
upon the foundation of a an lg or promises, of a ve 
different nature, and compricing only temporal blecrings. 7”. 
I know of no person that ever supposed such a'thing. 
Nor, Sir, does this form any part of the sudject ung 
consideration. The question does not respect what C 
church of God, or true believers rested their hopes ur #- 
from Abraham 40 Christ; but whether the seed of Al 
ing the body of the Jewkh nation, \ 
ch of 7 Thi This \| 


church of e ir 
py an bony TIN 1 


I am, dear Sir, | 
respectfully yours, 85844 
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neee BIR, | 


- Letter, vou to take . 
1 00 * call it, by . God's $ covem nt 
transactions that istin ishe patriarch ;; mean 
Abraham. | 20 2 1 , 
In this c connected view,” you have particularly 6; 
ed the several N appearances God was please 
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wh b r made before or after 90 ratifica- 
tion of — covenant. 


In this © connected view,” I perceive = one thing that 
particularly concerns our present controversy z <6 chat 
is, the following. „When the appointed time arrived, 
for the forma! ectablichment of the church in m's 


. e divine appearance to him was larly. sol- 


e ee dane, of the church — ABS 
is a position which you have azrumed ;. and yet 
u have reasoned from it in this and several other of 
by pug rs Ya Poder Ge you 
a ee CE nt truth. This 


is the more remarkable, as you had just ch me with 
having anumed a distinction between. God's: ſe to 


Abraham of the Messiah, and the promises of the cove- 
- nant of circumcision. There is this difference, however, 
what you, charge me with 


1 conceive I fully 
proved. The position you have aizumed,, you 40 not 
pretend to prove; for, say you, It is not necessary in 2 
laboured manner to Prove, that by the covenant made 
with Abraham, a church was formed in bis family :" but 
add, « of this fact, as It may appear in the course of our 
ubject; the scriptures afford the most plenary evidence. 
As you did not intend to labour this proof. at large, it 

is natural to suppose you would fix the attention of your 
readers on some one single text which you judged to be 
most in point. In order to this, you have made the fol- 
lowing statement. To Abraham and his seed, in the 
line of Isaac and Jacob, pertained, as the Apostle e 


Romans assures us, the ad:ptiong and the Fe glory, and thy cove 
_enants, and the giving of the law, and the \ Promiges. ore 
than what is here expressed, say you, y could not 
be necessary to constitute a church in the stricte Wer 


Pk. p. . 
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Are we to consider tht point as now proved 7 « 
Sir, (to return a compliment of your own) ) this i 1s 
the business/off hand.” | Or shall we. co this. as, 
Specizen of the i incorrect manner, in which ane hc E 
scriptures in support of your theory ? At any rate, it f 
serve to show bow. little evidence will satisfy you on* 
point which you wish to believe. It 1s conceived thi 
tew besides PN can zee, in this quotation, the smaF 

est degree of. proof, that by the covenant of cicumcisd g 
a church was formed in Abraham's family.. The part} 
ular privileges here mentioned by the Apostle, as enjoy 
ed by the seed of Abraham, were unknown at the tim} 
when you suppose the church to have been constitute 

It may be thought uncertain to what period the Apos 
alludes, when he speaks of the adeption of the Jewish natiows4 
but it is most. probable, that he refers to a period Abit 
quent to their leaving Egypt. This is pretty wh 
from the other circumstances connected with it, such . 
the glory, and the giving of the law, & c. By the prom 
am inclined to think he meant those sy po of the div 1 
presence, the ark and the mercy-seat ;* or those ext 
ordinary appearances in the tabernacle and temple. 
cquenants, he not reter exclusively to the coveagy 
of circumcis}on, if to that at all,) as that was but os; 
The giving of the law was an event which certainly t 
place several hundred years after the Abrahamic co-²ẽ⁴ä 
nant, by which you suppose the church was - ftormes 
The ;cervice.\of God was also visibly set up among th 
people at the ame. time, and never till then. The pra 
ability, therefore, is, that the Apostle referred to even 
in the history of that nation, which were unknown unt 
long after the institution of circumcision... . 70 

Nor does it a by all which the Apostle has $ail ; 
in the whole of the foregoing passage, that he had t 
least reference o their being} a * ibi organize 
church, either at that, or any other time z but ors 
meant to give a brief view of their national privileg 


A you 7 os lay very great stress upon this 5 


cumitance, it is important that we examine it with crith- 
cal attention. It seems quite remarkable, that 7 sh 


n bv, at, 


| 
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27 8 a period for the visible &tablishment of a church 


, when not one of the heirs of prom- 
4 eee 


mee ur 7 son which the patriarch the time 
and 8 
I which are to call the n / the righteous- 


was afterwards ex d from the 


of whom was this church « ?' A was 
geo ge grey coke wei m with 
covenant was made, and who received the sign 
of circumcis on. Some a have been 
th not: t ure is on this 
— Io Gor: reasonable es, che that they hould 
\ 1 be truly pus. And as neither Isaac nor Jacob were 
zen in existence, it was i that they zhould con- 
stitute a part of the visible c urchy which you tel us was 
now organized in the family of Abraham. Although 
we can see no evidence of the © visible ion of 
G difficulty in conceiving, that 
2 covenant to Abraham, that the 
Frys Pune ievers should for ages remain in his 
y, and among his descendants. But to conceive 
that a church was visibly organized, merely because God 
commanded Abraham to circumcise himself and all the 
males of his house, is to me unaccountable. | Was there 
any thing in the family of Abraham, or among his im- 
mediate descendants,—or even for several hundred 1 
after, which gives the lea evidence of their bein 
ly organized church state arty more than 2 
Nothing, Sir, that we can perceive, excepting the rite 4 
circumcivion ; and this was never performed as a church 
» Act. 4 | | 
If there ever was a time when that people might with 
propriety be called a visible church, it was, 1 conceive, 
when in the wilderness of Sinai they were brought in- 
to an state by Moses. This was evi- 
ed to when the prophet J aly was di- 
rected to go and cry in the ears of I saying, 
R 


T 
* 
1 
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youth, the love of thine esprucals, when thou wwentest « | 
me in the evilderners, in a land: that was net! con.” or 
„When the Jews left Egypt, (says an ingenious wri 
and began their journey jn the desart——it was 
time of their 1 · And when in Horeb God claim 
them as his peculiar people, and chey said, that 
Lord commandeth us we will do,—it was the za of 
their eepounal ff 25 

If this were the time of their espousals, i bids & 
also to be the time of their adoption, as mentioned Hy - 
the Apoſtle. | This was evidently the time when G0 | 
glory was displayed in a most conspicyous and strikkg 
manner; particularly at the giving of the law at 87 =. 
It was here too that we first perceive the t cervicetf 
G visibly set up, and attended among En * | 
an organized body. | 

It would seem by. your statements, that the chy- 
from Adam to Abraham, had been favoured with a 
pensation of the covenant of 1 although n 
clear as that which was after wards given. I suppose 
refer to God's: gracious declaration respect the we- 
man's SEED 3 and I entirely agree with you, that 
was the first exhibition, or revelation of the eternal c 
fel of peace, or covenant of redemption 3 
Father and the Son.” And that this 4 is the unchangea- 
ble foundation and sgurce of all the merciful dispensat E= 
to our fallen race.“ I als believe this to be the coveny a7 
to which the Apostle referred in your context, (Gal. 4. 


175) and which he tells us was c:nfirened before of Ge. 
: 


GChrizt. I further agree with you, © that this was 
foundation on which the church,” or, to speak more 
erly, all true believers, «rected their hopes from A 
to Abraham % and from him to the coming of Me 
rh and on which they mut rest them to the end of ti 
For. other | e can no mam lay than that i4 laid, * 


ple of God were, by the covenant of circumcition, ren 
— from this foundation to one of a 't nat 
you have gross ly mistaken me. | Hence, I consider Ph 


} 


ner 


i Feu 
ic f you re N me to argue that. the Fan or * 
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to refute this -$entimpent, as Jevelled 


man of raw of 2 own raiting. But, 
14 and a one too, 
y connected with this, on on wh 1 code 


ham in the line of Isaac and Jacob, the very church which 
was to be continued, in its then midi organized” form, 


4. Is it, after all, your real meaning, that this church, 
thus constituted, consisted only of the piritual zeed of 
Abraham? If so, we ask, 

5. How circumcision, which was applied abr 
nately to all his male offipring, . bring this * 
church into * a more compact state, im any sense 

it as a distinct vaiblo body + 
6. Permit me, Sir, to ask one question more,—Did 


3 - — 
* 


all who received the ig of circumeivion to this 
church? If not, in what way re * distin- 
weked 25 x mite organized body 2 
I Thee questions may appear unpleazant to you; but 1 


hope, pe, Sir you will amy comer them, and wt tre 


bp 6 : 
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them with that howuteur and * 7227 
too often manifested in our 2 
They 


7 
I have never bad it 
body of believes, 


15try', tet — rudy which he chose . front? 
the 24555 I Ae 


no evidence. 

The question, Sir, between us, is not, . gt 
ion is not always the same under every dispensation 5 
nor whether the children of God are vo. essentially the, ? 
—_ every age ? but whether tis Jewish nation; 

ising all che circumcised ,, of Abe wn all 
hy ine of Izaac and Jacob,” was the same in its © 
ible organization” as that body of believers, which i 
was the design of Jesus Christ to unite together in a vis- 
ible church state under the gospel dispensation |? i 
Sir, I consider to be a fair statement of the subject in 
dispute. If I can comprehend your reasching, it has 
been your design to establish and vindicate the affirma- z 
tive of this position ; I have, without the least disguise, 
undertaken to defend. the negative, It is the church, in 
its 4 visibly organized state, which constitutes _ 
whole dispute on. this point. 

It is believed that there never was a church, at any 
period in the family of Abraham, until Jesus a 
the flesb, which did not constitutionally admit unbeliev vl 
ers 2s weil as delievers. | But, under the-gospel ape. 
tion, it a to have been the intention of the great 
5 Head o the Church, to separate believers ſrom the 
8 world z not only from idolatrous heathens, but from they 
| nearest unbelieving connexions according to the flesh. 4% 
The following words of our Lord are top explicit to bes; 
easily mistaken, And there were great. multitudes; 
with, him, and he turned and said | unto! them) If any, 
man come unto me, and hate not his father 10 mother. 


| | 


BY 
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his own life also, he cannot be my disciple.” 
sage is by Obrin's mower to 
said to his Lord, « 
thee, and what $hall we have ? And Jesus 
Verily I ay unto you, chat — every one 
alen houses, or brethren, or sisters, or 
ers, or wife, or children, or lands, for 
shall receive an hundred fold, and «hall i 


> | bership formed by the covenant of circu 
does it appear, with a clearness not to be 
| was the design of the Saviour to separate 
fram the vile, the wheat from the chaff; 
church of lively rtones, to be a gpiritual boute f 


all-wise God, in fœming a on ot 
ham, particularly | in the „ line ac 
| a epiritual church of real believers 
F Same time to constitute all the children « 
archs and their descendants, toget 


* . : 


”* — 
. 2 
\ w 4 
— 
9 : N 
iy, 4 . * 


. * 
14 — A * 
2 * 


the sentiment, and yet it seems your the 


behoves you to do, or to acknowled 
church differs materially in its 4 visible 
from that which you suppose to have 

in the family of Abraham. Lou will take 
ga please: I mean to maintain my first 
church differs o exsentially 
e Jewish church, that, considered as 
—.— body,“ it cannot be the zame. All 


. 4 C * 
* a = 7 7 N — * 5 * 4 
Ae. N 8 * - » + x 2 


er wh 
Lo, we have left all wnd followed 


cons 
it ground | 


5 ths SAGE; ail frethrdn 3 e | 


unto him, 


E | ing life.”+ Does this, Sir, look like that auh ow 
Or 


Will you contend, Sir, that it was the Jedign of the 


nil of Abe 


aud at the 


thr patri- 
her with all the $er- 
vants born in their houses, and bought with their money, 
members with them ? This, Six, © you will please to re- 
member, is the very tenure of the constituting covenant, 

as you conebler | it, recorded in Genesis xvii. 12, 13. 1 
should hardly suppose you would venture to advocate 
will oblige 
you to it z or else to deny that it was the evign of Je- 
sus Christ, under the gospel dispensation, to tet up a spir- 
itual church, composed Wer such only as, in a judgment of 
charity, were true believers ; such as had been born of 
water and of the Spirit. One or. the other it certainly 
that the gospel 
rganizati 


HONG” 


tuted 


what is call- 
« visibly or- 
our laboured 

* Luke iv. 23, 15. "7, ow xls. 37-29: | 
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arguments to prove the contrary, have not afforded 
least conviction, [5 

On the whole, Sir, I can find no evidence, that a churgh- 
was visibly organizea in the family of Abrah 2 tlis: 
time of the institution of | circumcision. | It does not apy. 
pear, that any visible alteration with reg a the ell 1 N 
lic worship af God t TTW Re 
ately er; nor indeed for several hund years.” Ne! 
do the scriptures, that I can recollect, afford evide 
that the descendants of Abrabam did ever worſhip 
publickly and unitedly, until the time of their benin, 
tion from Egypt to Canaan, 

The tabernacle was first erected by Moses in the witt; - 
derness ; ; and then, and not till then, the service of Ga 
was set in order. The rite of circumcision does not aps | 
pear to have ever been publickly attended ; indeed from, 
the very nature of the rite, we zhould not su it 
ever designed to make a part of public worship. And a 
no other religious rite was instituted at the time, I ach. 
not a little surprised that you should, with such an air 14 
confidence, asmme the position, that by that covenant ji 
church was visibly organized in the family of A 
Perhaps it might appear to you so self-evident, as to r&: 
quire no proof. It is hy no means so to me; nor caſt 
be admitted until it be fairly proved. 

You will recollect, Sir, that you have admitted this 
the term church is not used in the old testament scrigst | 
tures; yet you say, other terms of equivalent impog:. 
are abundantly used.”* Why are you not satisfied &r 
use those terms, if you believe them to be equivalent?> 
It would, in my judgment, disencumber the subject < 
many embarrassments which arise from the unscripturſct 
language in which it is now presented to the mind. 

You know, Sir, that wn, the word used 
Stephen, Acts vii. 38, which the translators have revs 
dered church, is not of itself sufficiently definite, to di 0 
termine the moral character of any collection of peophiji 
to whom it is applied. For in Acts xix. 32 & 41, t ef 
same word is rendered azs-embly, And this assembly we. 
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1 immense crowd of dolatrous 
(an vociferating, Great is Di 
Ephesians ” No one, it is i 

+ this ozrembly, because it is called an ecclecia- . h, 


composed of 
for hours h 


bore any very, striking resemblance to the church of 
Jeu, Christ., It was indeed an azzembly or congregation, 


and so is the, church of Christ when collected together, 
But the former was a promiscuous irreligious as 
the letter is # congregation of believers, an assembly of 
holy men and women. | 
he , Or congregation in the en 
mentioned by Stephen, does not answer to the character 
which the New Testament has led us to form of the 
church of Christ. This assembly is in general represent- 
ed, as being far from the temper of the gospel. For 
notwithstanding Moses gave the most clear and incon- 
testable evidence, that he was sent of God to be their 
leader and deliverer, yet thi: dying martyr declares, that 
Wo they would not him, but thrust him from them, and in 
their hearts turned back into Few ; aying * Aaron, 
make us gods to go before us as for this tr which 
41 brought us out the lond of Exypi . 
FF come ef him. And they 4 CaLF in thert days, and 
1 OFFERED SACRIFICE UNTO THE 1DOL, and \rejaiced in 
the work of their hands.” T hope, Sir, you will 
me with « degrading,” what you call the, « 
ian church,” by giving this extract from he prot 
martyr. OP he Au I very much doubt whether you 
would be willing to hold communion with body of 
people, though bearing the Christian name, who should 
be guilty of such open idolatry as is here charged upon 
that nation generally. 
If the word ecclesia were always rendered church; it 
would afford no decisive evidence in favour of $i- 
tion. It would only show that the same word mi ght be 
n ied, No person can be $0 2 ay to 
that it is to be understood preci the same 
bas applied to a Jewish, to an E or to a 
Christian assembly. It will hence follow, that if the 
eccletia in the wilderness, (Acts vii. 38.) and the ccc N 
at * (Acts xix. 32.) and the gospel ecclesia, (Acts 
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ij. 47.) are all essentially different, ew! 
can derive no strength merely from his we 
ll its application to the Jewish congregati 


* 
. . 3 
1 9 
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erness | 

Nothing can be plainer from the word of God, thy 
that the ! (tor so Pool's Continuators renay 
it) which Moses was with in the wilderness, was pri“ 
ally composed of unbelievers and idolaters, who w. 
never suffered to go into the promised land, We rei 
that there| went out of Egypt with Moses about ix 
dred thoucand on foot THAT WERE MEN, betides. childs: 
.“ Of this numerous church or congregation, y.ju 
will recollect, Sir, that of all the adult males only Ca 

Joshua were permitted to go into the land of pre 
ise: all that were above twenty years old when they 
Egypt were doomed. for their uabelief to fall in the Mi- 
derness.+ | From the manner of St. Paul's noticing Ne 
conduct of this people, in his firs epistle to the ink 
ans, and the divine displeasure manifested 
we have little reason to conclude, that any rave | 
number of them were the real children of God. Mt, 
Sir, this congregation you are pleased to call the þ + 
Christian church. A Christian church containing o 
2 believers, to 599,998 unbelievers | It would thin 
ranks exceedingly, were we to admit that the — 
ian church (as you term it) had but little more than 
believer to 300,000 false professors ! And yet if tere 
church, in its visible organization, is to continue ie 
ame under the gospel, it is difficult to see why it 5 
not be so, unlets we suppose the world to have gro 
much better. 

On the whole, as you have not exhibited that pl 
evidence from the scriptures, which you tell us they: A- 
ford i in favour of your position, that the gospel chuf 
(for such it must be considered, if it he the same wh, 
how exists) was * yisibly organized in the family 
Abraham ; and as we find no such proof in the BiE . 
we feel justiſied in doubting the fact. 5 

In conformity to common usage, I have flequentiy 5 
my late Appendix, when speaking of the Jewish nal, 


* Exdd, 2il. 37. + Numb. xxx. 10-13. 
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used the term church. But 0 whe will r 
who infer th this oli hr vor 1 
sition ; because i fly known that wi my 
ed intention to prove, that that body, 
church or nation, was y different th gp 
church. 

How you'can with any show of justice 
charge against me, of merely assuming a di 
tween the promise made to Abraham, in 
Genesis, and the covenant of circumcision mai 
ified twenty-four years after, I am totally at a 
ceive. That I attempted to prove, that 
clear distinction you certainly will not 
should it be finally concluded that I failed, yet is I en- 
CC can I rea- 
sonably be with „ merely it ? But 
vir, I mistake exceedingly if I did not in this | 

prove a clear u and one 1 
oo, made by the Apostle himself. This ion, Sir, | 


you have not been able to destroy, en 


n 


ry evidence Ci le 

not be thought uncandid, if we set down for nought all 

the arguments and conclusions in both of your books 

which depend on this postulatum for their support. | 

Perhaps you may reply as in another 5 « ie, « Really, | 
e cer 


Sir, this 1s doin the business off hand.” 
feel willing to 


o 1 25 —9LNQÄ 
— who beateth the air,” I might hesitate in denying 
—— for I freely confess, that in this instance, I 
— had little else to oppose. 
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There are some other things in this letter which 
be ene my review of the net. 
ng that what I have offered may have its 
weight _ your mind, 
| I rbscribe, reqpactfilly, 
" 


L | | 
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V AND DEAR S1, 


BEFORE I enter upon the subject of yo 
Letter, you will permit me to notice a very singular 
| timent contained in the close of your IVth. * 
' Having given what you call à connected view of "> 
covenant, ahd noticed the different places where tf ., 
Lord appeared to Abraham, you proceed to say, tl 
« the promizes first made to Abraham four hundred a! | 
thirty years before the law was added at Horeb, we 
from time to time renewed, until, about twenty-four ye; 
after they were first given, they were solemnly ratifi 
and sealed in the form of a coyenant; just as propor 
first made to-day may be renewed at several differe 
times during any given period, and at length may be r4 
fied and sealed in the form of à civil contract.) 55 
It is extremely unpleasant, Sir, to feel obliged to th 
; zent from a Christian brother, whose talents and disce T x 
2 ment'I truly appreciate, so often as I find myself compet- 
led to do in this Reply. Painful as it is, I must proceeg＋ fm 


WV 
3 


In order to a clear understanding of your $tatement;, 
75 just quoted, I need not insult you by àsking, Sbeth 
« a school- boy of ten years old Would not deserve . 
| reprimand,” were he to represent « promyzes” y 
5 « proposals“ as meaning the same thing.“ Accordig * 
to your mode of | reasoning, there were no promises 4% 
* Vid, Letter, p. 124. EN F 
D 2 £5 
Fi 


N 
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tually made to Abraham until . 
nant with circumcision ! — . can 
become obligatory only by — e hn 
dy the parties. But promises are very —.— 
A 
vious to the sealing of the covenant with circumcision, 
to be considered merely in the _ proporals ? Was 
there nothing certain in all that ised him 
until that event rendered it so? Did the faith of that 
venerable patriarch rest only on proporalr / Or at most, 
on conditional promises ?—It ought in justice to be ac- 
knowledged, that « ybu have advanced something new” 
on the subject: for I believe you are the first writer 
who has dared, for the sake of giving aid to the covenant 
of circumcision, to lower doun those proving zolemn 
to mere unratified proposals. 

Do, Sir, indulge me to place 00 0 ee these 
promises before you, and see if you can dicern nothing 
more and decisive than what is in 
mere « Now the Lord said unto Abram, Ge: 
F thee out of thy country, and from thy kindred, and from 
thy — 4s unto a land that I will shew thee : 
— — intion;/and I will bless ther, 
and make thy name great ; and thou i., be a — 81 — 
in thee ball all of the earth be blend. 

Xi, 1—3.) This promise comprised the . 
_—_ the dlewings of his kingdom" [ang being 
judge. 

About eight years after, as Abram had no heir, he 

to adopt one born in his house. « behold, 

the word of the Lord came unto him, saying, This 
hall not be thine heir ; but he that shall come forth out of 
thine own bowels shall be thine heir. And he brought 


. Ears SAS e n 


and tell the dars, if thou be able to number them. And 
he said unto him, So hall thy ceed be. And he believed 
in the Lord ; and he counted it to him for righteousness.” 


(chap. xv. 4—6.) Although I do not suppose that this 
was the first instance in which the exercised 


aha, ein 


faith in the divine promise; yet this is often referred to 
by the inspired writers as 1 remarkable * of his 


| 
n 


8 
LaY 


him forth abroad, and said, Look now toward heaven, 
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e in the truth and veracity of God. (See 
Gal. iii. 6, and James ii, 23.) 
71 the above graciqus pro mages of an ha, and a 
us porterity, God was pleased to add, am the 
he brought thee out 4; Ur of the Chaldees, 4 give 
this land to inherit it.” (Gen. xy. 5.) To this d 50 
Abram replied, & Lord God, oberedy I know 1 
I chall inherit it ? In order to give him the fllest 6 | 
fidence in the divine * the Lord conde 4 
to confirm it by the awful solemnities with which cove 
nants at this period were ratified ; viz. by the passingÞ 
the parties between the parts of slain beasts. Acc 
ingly, at God's command, Abram took a beifer, a He- 
goat, and a ram, each of them of three years old ; toge&h- 
er with a turtle-dove and à young pigeons | and prepaf þ 
them for gacrifice, The beats he divided, and laid M. 
parts in order against each other; and then, in all prifh- 
ability, Pasted between them himself. After which, irq 
waiting at the place ſor some visible token of | 
1657 Gan en a deep sleep fell upon him, and an ty 
great In tais tronce, the afflicted 
of * posterity in Egypt) and their final deliverance, we © 
revealed to him, When lo, to his ungpeakable joy, i 1 | 
mediately after the going down of the sun, Hab 
1moking furnace, and a BURNING LAMP, paired be 


* The word e an elegant writer) trandated to make à cove 
in all the three lapguages, Hebrew, Greek, and Latin, tha, 
according to the uniform application of it in the Old Testament, Ne 
the constant Phraseolagy of the most approved Greek and R 2 
thore, «ignifies to , to separate by cutting asunder, to wi. Law 
The word covenunt in the Hebrew, n 4 
from one or two words of 'si form or sound, Shen 
S and the Phan, de 4, covenant vj 
import, to u,, write, cut a puri victim; or it may s 
ie or: 
the most high God. Dr. Hunter, i Hor. 
The Hebrew ma and the Greek 4ia$4x2, ure de property 


ed an . 773 
The covenant Noah and every living thing, can de idery 
in no other e than an etublicbed law, There were no conditians- 


* 


aunexed to it, By God's covenant of day and ö xxxiih .) 
the extablicbed e of heaven are eb to 


| 


4 Vid. Brown' $ fone. Diet. on the word covenant, - | 


* „ "7 


— p 
© future period 
which I have ever entertained for your 
and talents, it is, I assure you, my dear 
ure of concern. and astonishment, that 


bless him, and make his name great, and that in bim ail na- 
tions should be blesred. But how or by what means he 
had not been informed, nor could he have had any dis- 
tinct idea. Although unlimited confidence in the good- 
ness and faithfulness of God might justify Abraham in 
acceding to any proposals he might think proper to sub- 
mit to him; yet in ordinary cases, a prudent man would 
certainly not be blamed for hesitating in à matter, of 
which he « could have no distinct ide. | 

« Proposals,” if I understand the nature of them, are 
obligatory on the party proposing, only as they are ac- 
ceded to by the other party. If made for a limited 


Letter, p. 37. 


- 
8 - ""— 
_ | . ' 
2 : 7 
o N 5 
* 
* 
1 
a. 


LETTER | v. oor 
time, they bind the whom „ proceed, pr 


that time, no e unless accept 
If made without limi 5 
time when offered, If not ed then, e party 5 
poxing i is at liberty to continue, to withdrew! or to alter 
at pleasure. | | { * 
ns will help us to bixcern with Z 

rce other arguments, drawn 

what you call '« a connected view of the covenant 
with A „This ar gument, on e 
pears to be much more phosble than solid. It is 4 
ceived, t which, zu considered, 
be allowed to 
agement 
That all the 
kind which God made to A d 
course of his ny brjglovy of one great c 


is undoubted 121 50 were all the x 
other I ns made by God from the creati 
to the days of N and 4 time to the cl 


ing up of the volume of revelation: but it will e 5 * 
rily follow, that all these promises were com 1 
covenant of circumcision, any more than that che e 
visions“ of that covenant were compris ed in those hi 
were antecedent or Subzequent to it. The fact is, 1 


asserted by the Apostle, that God at 1 70 times, 
divers manners tpake unty the fathers, by the prophets, r. 
specting the coming of the esiah, 2 the xlvation; i, 
the elect through him 8 
The great plan of redemption, n e in the etd ? 
nal dt began to unfold immediately after the fall ff - 
man. The promise of a Saviour was at first but dim 
seen, as the mere dawning of the day of grace 3 but 
the time for its accomplishment drew near, it shone win 
greater clearness and re The declaration, that &# 
reed of the woman should bruize the cerpent's head, 2 
sufficient to inspire a ray of hope, was b in inde 
inite and obscure. No section of the globe was desi 
ed as the place of his birth, nor any portion of the hi 
man family distinguished as the progenitors of the Me + f 
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numerous tribe of nay ren; N 
David was selected, and intimations 

of God, that the Messiah shou be bis of ig 

a virgin of his descendants band be honoured to 

bring forth the child, whore er | 


f e, as the birth- place 

Thus aided by divine revelation, we ton 
through a success ĩon of ages and generat 
ing clearness, the progress of ore 
love. But why 2 *. 5 vast plan bald ght to cen- 
tre in, or to emanate from the covenant = th Abra. 
ham when circumcision was instituted, i easy to con- 
ceive, unless to support some favourite 
are willing to give that covenant its full 
zider it as one of those gracious manifestations God was 


pleased to make, preparatory to the c 
and the settin up of his gospel kingdom. 


Having premised these things, I proceed to consider 
more particularly the propriety. and strength of your ar- 
gument, drawn from what you term «a connected view 
of the covenant.” In this * view,” you cohsider the dif- 


* Gen. ii, 18. 
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a question, 
The = 
binding 
the pa Sor instrument t 
I have no doubt, Sir, ty in 
agree with me, nothing 
granted to, or bin 
any previous Proper 41 e. 
instrument to which th 
principle in & u J 
absurd; and would be attended with the most 
consequences. Give up this princi 
be opened for endless A r 
never he known, | in case of a difference or rp We 
was covenantedl ; as proposals mace from time to time 
might differ from each other, as well as from those whick; 
might be finally agreed to at the time of ratification. 4 
To apply the foregoing reasoning: —I trust, that in the, 
preceding pages, it has deen made zufficieptly clear, t 
the great In thte, and in thy reed, nball nations b 
bleried, was not © Specially particularized at the time the 
covenant was gealed with circumcition, taking your of 
explanation of each as the rule by which to judge. 
Should we even allow your mode of reasoning, and admit, 
that that promise was among the |previous 4 proposals, & 
| yet as it was not particularized in tł. e instrument, at ta 
| time the covenant was sealed, it cannot be considered ah. 
making a part of it, without destroying all the —— 
rules by which we judge of covenants betwixt man an 
man. It is conceived, that the covenant of circutpcision;” 
which was twenty-four years after this promise, coul 
not give effect to it, unless it had been specially recogs » 
nized in it; nor had it power to render it of none effect, 
any more than the law could, which was four hund 
and thirty years after, 
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ac. te Mw Eee edi ali res; 


Should it be asked, wherein the promise under con- 
sideration differs from the ises in the covenants of 
ircumcision ? I answer, the one in dispute, which was 
oted by the Apostle, Gal. iii. 8. referred primarily, if not 
lely, to the Meffiah, who was to spring from Abraham, 
and in whom alone all the families of the earth were to be 
Bette. But this promise did not contain à grant of the 
land of Canaan, nor give Abraham a right to circumc ise 
his male offspring: so on the other though the 
covenant of circumcision contained both of these, it did 
not. contain the other. | | of | 

But you have anticipated this objection, van 29 a4 
reply, « But unquestionably, Sir, this great promiſe be- 
longed to ſome covenant made with Abraham and his 

* and add, « ] ask then, to what covenant did this 
promise belong?“ Possibly this question to you might 
contain a very serious difficulty ; but I must confess I 


have not discernment enough to see it. Will you per- 
mit me, dear Sir, to ask, to what covenant did that prom- 


ise (as you call it) in Gen. iii. 15. belong ? to what cov- | 


enant do all the gracious promises which God has ever 
made concerning the kingdom of Christ belong? must 
they all necessarily belong to the covenant of circumcis- 
ion? oris a ise of God thought to be less certain, 
because not reduced to the specific form of a covenant ? 


of : 


\ * 
ad * * * , 


Surely not. It hath pleased a sovereigu God to reveal! 
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his gracious designs of mercy in various ways to poke 
men, The truth is equally auer, whether commu 
in the form of a solemn declaration, (Gen. iii. 15.) 


enant, and ratified by the galemnity of passing between Te | 
parts of slain beasts ; (Gen, xv. 17, 18.) or by the teln 
of circumcigion in the flesh; (Gen. xvii. 11.) or if enn 
confirmed by the solemnity of an aath,| (Gen. wr 18) 
| it must, after all, rest upon the veracity of God! he cod 
L wear by none greater than himself. Equal credit is 30 
be attached to all that he hath Said. Oro must we f 
clude, that our faith will unavoidably waver, unless sw 
ported by some visible covenant toten continually best + 
our eyes? | No, surely: for we remember Wo hah 
said, „ Blessed are they who have not een, and Ft 
have believed.” 

In all the covenants recorded in the scriptures, as 50. 
1 sisting between God and man, there is nothing, thatJl 
recollect, that bears the least analogy to your d 
of the one made with Abraham. In no one instati 
where God has condescended to covenant with man, e 
previous proposals been made for his consideratior - . 

In the commencement of your Discourses, you ab 
given, to be zure, a very ample account of a covenant m 
with Adam, and of the conditions of it ; the correctness - 
which, I shall not stop here to examine: but. will on 7 
ſay, you appear to possess a knowledge of that i importaſ g 
transaction, which Moses never had, or at least whit 
he never communicated to the warks. The accoui 
given by the sacred historian reveals the w// of 6 
to man z not as # proposals“ for a covenant, but in thy 
authoritative form of laws And the Lord God coumanth; 
ED the man, caying, Of every tree of the garden, thau maye 
freely eat: but of the tree of the knowledge of goed and eng 
2 THOU SHALL NOT BAT OF Ir: far in the 1 eats F - 
94 ther «4 thou | $SHAUT SURBLY DiE. , 
| hen God made a covenant with Noab, and 5 
1 every living creature, we hear nothing of previous prope: 
_ for it was no sooner proposed than made. A 

pale unto Noah, and to his tons with him, saying, Ar 

775 I, etablith ” covenant with you, and with your 1 


A 


a prophetic promige ; (Gen. xii. 3.) whether styled a6 Þ- 


| | | | Fe. 4 
8 P pl F T's { | } N | l 8 's * Y 


42 | LETTER v. 


42 * 
FA 8 Was t 
' who was found righteous, but with all "+ * 
een 
. — SRO -rO equally 
visible to all mankind. 
The to Abraham, at the time he 
was called to leave his kindred and count ry, are by your 
—— the least ppearance 2 Bie 
ses, t not a ere is 
nov dagls 2, which looks few bs er 
whole account. Every 4 the wil and 


bur pose — == and stands i _ ned „ pra 
ity. out 
— IE oye Fn 


, and went out, not j 
covenant recorded in the xvth of Genera, 
is in the came form; emanating entirely from the good 
will of God. No previous proposals were $ubmitted, 
nor any doubtful 4 annexed, The ise of 
an heir from his own body, and of a n posterity 
which should from his loins, together with a grant 
of the land of Canaan, were all e secured 
to the patriarch by a solemn covenant. 
After the ratification of this covenant, we 
count of any divine appearance, or 
made to Abraham, for the space 
Is it possible, Sir, that during this „ all 
1 which God had made to this eminent saint, 
VvVere considered by bim as unſinished transactions ? 'as 
only mere « proposals, to be adjusted and ratified anoth- 
er day ? Or, is it possible to conceive, that any one of 
these promises should have failed, had it not pleased the 
Almighty to have given zome further co jon, and 
to have ratified them in some different form ? | Surely I 
should suppose not. 

From a careful examination of these un te trans- 
actions, as recorded in the Bible, it is difficult 6 con- 
ceive, how the idea should have ever entered your mind, 
ne « the promises first made to Abraham ,——and from 
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vime to time renewed,” are to be considered 4 
proposals first made to-day, and which may be ren 
at geveral different times, during any r pets ;nd 
at length may be ratified,” 

But if che promise in dispute did not 4 to 15 
covenant thus ratified and pains vou ask, « Do wy 
covenant did it belong“ | Although an implicit a 
has been given to this question, I am not unwilling” 
answer it more explicitly. Should I say it belonged +y a 
covenant that was four hundred and thirty years befiare 
the law; you will probably ask again, ( What — 
was that? in what was it different from _ cove 
afterward ratified and sealed with the Sign of circum - 
ion ? and for what purpose was it instituted ?” The diff; 
ence between this and the covenant of c ion, Itr4ut 
has been made snfliciently clear, in the pages 
I am not obliged to sho for what mu p10 ptirposs it 
was instituted. All that I am concerned to do at prese t, 
is, only to show that it is called a covenant in distincti an 
from that recorded in the xviith chapter of Genesis. tt 
is thus distinguished by the Apostle in your context, Gil. 
in. 17, in the words followings And tis. I rays that t 
COVENANT that d= Lurz. before of Ga in) Chricy 
law, ieh was four hundred ard thirty years after, — 
dicannut, that it nbould make the PROMISE f none fe; 
Now, Sir, you will please to recollect, that the cov en 
recorded in the xyiith of Genesis, according to yo 
own argument, was not ratified and confirmed until it 
ce Sealed with the sign of circumcision.“ But, it 20 
plain that circumcision was unknown to any creature lin 
ing at the ag and for years after the Apostle asgurry 
us that {his covenant was CONFIRMED or Gon in Cyrus, 
Had the Apostle admitted your connected view, (as yo, 
are pleased to call it,) why should be place this co 
which was « confirmed of God in Christ,” at a "Doric 
which cannot possibly agree with the time when 2 

covenant was confirmed with the sign of circumcision }; 
Why should he $0 particularly specify the time whes: 
this covenant was . if he all the prom «: 
ises made to Ah for the space of fifty years as part}: 
af one covenant ? ſould it not have been sufficient, oh 
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have referred to this covenant generally, as yp have 


done in your Discourses. . > vg 
from this promize, in su your docrin of the po 
petuity of that covenant circumcision was the rat- 


ifying toben. And all — too, ane giving the least 
W that this great gospel promise, was not 
5 at the time, that that was scaled 
with the sign of circumcision.” Perhaps you thought it 
unimportant. But the que: tion forces itself upon ys, — 
why should the le deem it so important as to dis- 
tinguish it with such accuracy? I conceive there can 
be no fair answer, but only, because in ow view it was 
distinct. 
I have one proof more to offer in favour of my fer. 
tion, and that shall be drawn from the testimony 
other Apostle. I am sensible the passage I am about to 
quote has been pressed into your service, but I think 
improperly.* I refer to the exhortation of Peter to the 
Jews, when assembled at the gate of the temple. * 77 
Ty are,” Said be, “ the children of the prophets, and of the 
F COVENANT which God made with our fathers, laing unto 
Abraham, AND & THY SEED SHALL ALL THE KINDREDS 
OF THE EARTH BE BLESSED.” I presume, Sir, you will 
not deny, that the Apostle here referred to that 
gosgel promise“ of the Saviour, first made to A m 
at the time of his call, and renewed at the time of his 
offering up his son about fifty years after. Had he re- 
terred to the intervening covenant of circumcision, no 
doubt but he would have quoted some promise contain- 
ed in that covenant. If, — of the present, he had 
said, « Ye are the children of the prophets, and of the 
covenant which God made with our fathers, saying unto 
Abraham, A FATHER” OF MANY NATIONS HAVE 1 MADE 
THEE 3” in this case it would have been in point. It is 
hence evident, that the Apostle did not refer 10 fone 
which respected Abraham as the „ constituted 
2 AS 


of the church,” but to one which respected 
appointed Saviour of lost sinners. As the matter 


rer 9+ > heir As 5 OO IE * 


the 
now stands, I shall rest entirely satisfied, that the distinc- 
tion which I before made between the yo eee 15 


* See Letter VI. 5. 33. 
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perfectly just, and that what you are pleased to al 
mere (d asrumed \dictinction,” is fairly supported by ti 
testimony of two Apostles. I; 

Althcugh iu my Scrictures I have sometimes used tro. 
word covenant, yet generally I have made use of the 
ple term promie, as more frequently used in the Nei 
Testament. I have also now given you my reasons * 
calling this a covenant. Sbould you again 
Whatrcovenant it was ? I shall think it a A _—_ 
to say, That i it was that covenant that tua. camfirmied ＋ GY 
in Chrixt four hundred and thirty years before the law wa 
given at Sinai. This could not ho — covenant af cirtuñ : 
cision, unless confirmed twenty-four yeats before its «x rat 
fecatipn Vi - 
I was, Sir, upon the point of dismisting this article-# 
but recollecting a question that you have brought up i: 
another Letter relative to the zame argument, I ait 
thought proper to answer it here. S of the 
pronlise, you ask, Was the promise, then, In ther, and i ih 
{hy\reed hall all nations be blessed, merely personal, ar w 
it of a public nature ? Did it belong to Abraham only 27 
a favoured individual, or did it — to him in h 
public capacity, as the patriarch and representative of th i 
church? I answer, To neither, strictly speaking. 2 
could not belong exclusively to him as an individual, be ; 
cause it, was not a promise that he alone should be bles? ; 
ed: But tht tbe nations rhould be bletsed. in him; that KW 
as after explained, in his seed, which meant Christ. Nas 
could it belong to him as the « patriarch of the church: 0 
because, by your own concession, he was not thus constts 
tured until more than twenty years after the promise wa a 
made. The plain solution then of your question, is this 
The promise was a prophetic one ; containing a predictioF: 
of the Messiah, and of the blessings of his kingdom 
And we are taught by an inspired Apostle, that no prophe;i 
cc © the seripture is of any privinte interpretation, | 32 
rom the vie which we have now taken of the sub: 
ject, I ask, Sir, if it does not appear, with a clearness 
to be resisted, that you did actually mistake the . 
in your text, and that by all your laboured ar 778 
you have not been able to extricate yourself, 
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: Indeed, Sur, 1 
should 


. first text 
which you have must convince you t it proves 
exactly the opposite for which you brought it. Suffer 


me, Sir, to it again before you : The a 
ed unto LE ee RAE in this N 
will be with thee and bless thee ; for unto thee and un- 
to thy seed will I give these countries, and will perform the 
0aTH which I revare wnto Abraham thy father,” 
To what does this refer ? when was.it that the 
Lord sware unto Abraham Lou know, Sir, it was not 
the time when the covenant of circumcision was ratified, 
but at the time when Isaac was presented as a victim up- 
on the altar at Moriah, more than twenty years after the 
ratification of that covenant. At this time too, the 
great gospel promise was repeated to Isaac, which had 
been confirmed to Abraham by an oath.— I thy reed 

Passag 

your 


all all the nations of the earth he blerred. | 
to me, carries on its face a complete ref 
novel sentiment, that this promise was made to Abraham 
as the patriarch of the church: unless Isaac and Jacob 
were in the same sense * constituted patriarchs of the 
church.” Considered in any other light t that a a prophetic 
promise, there would be just as much propriety in saying, 
that in Isaac or in Jacob, all the families of the earth h, 
be blesied, as in Abraham; for the same things are $aid 
of their ved, 28 of his. Bur beyond all controversy, in 
every instance where these expressions are used, not the 
natural or even the spiritual zeed of these 
br 1 called THE SEED OF ABRAHAM, is 


I fly with you Sir, that « it is a ver 
— 


8 face of be 
Testament and New.“ 
mark as they think proper. 
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Unwilling to lose sight of your a: 
considered it in all 9 . I have. 
drawn this Letter to an improper lengt 0 5 

ar fo 


1 remain, dear Sir, respectfully yours, Sc. pi 


2 % 


+; 
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WHAT you are pleased to call « connected vice 
of God's covenant trantactions with Abraham,” has „ 
pretty fully considered in my last, and has ts to be utter 
inadmissible. I trust it has also been made fully to pee 

1 that t h the different communications, which 
was to make to Abraham, from time to time, th 
the space of fifty years, were parts of one great plan, } 
were undoubtedly all the other communications he e 
made to any of the human race; yet it by no means 
lows, that they were all parts of the covenant of crew 
cision. 

The impropriety of zupposing, that hy the tranactiofs: 
recorded in the xviith chapter of Genevis © a church wi; 
visibly organized in the family of Abraham,” has Tf 
been sufficientiy exposed: for these reasons I pass unn 
ticed, hat you have adyanced in your Vth Letter, w 
is now under consideration, on the same points. 

I have also duly noticed your question, respecting th 
removal of the church from the glorious foundation 47 
which, for two thousand years before, it had securely r 
ed,” and of placing it on © entirely different and mere], | 
temporal ground.” I hope, Sir, it has been vatisfactor-;: 

*1y shown, that no such sentiment has ever been rant 

* or advocated by me. Although I have constamtl + 
maintained, that the Jewish [Re taken collectivel+ 
could not idered/as the gospel church, or as | 

ing on this g een yet I have never di 
enger that natic 
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ag well as all other believers, at all times, did rest upon 
that foundation, and upon no other. You must certain- 
ly know, Sir, that this is not the question in dispute. It 
is not whether believers, either Jews or Gentiles, do not 
make a part of the church universal, (as it is called,) and 
of course rest upon this foundation; but whether this 
can with propriety be said of the Jewish church, which, 
by its visible organization, comprised the whole nation ? 
While I freely concede to the former, I am constrained 
to deny the latter, „ 

I now proceed to the consideration of some things in 
your Vth Letter; particularly, to inquire whether « the 
promise, In thee, and in thy gerd 5hall all nations be blerred,” 
was « comprised in the comprehensive promises express- 
ly mentioned” in the covenant of cirtumcision ? Upon 
this you remark;” *« You yourself, indeed, gies gone ap- 
prehensive, that it might be comprised in the compre- 
hensive promise, A father of many nations have I mad: 

- thee.” And add, & but this promise you attempt to ex- 
plain away by connecting it with other promises. Sir, 
did I « connect” it with any thing but what it $ con- 
nected with in the covenant of circumcigion.? I presume 
you will not pretend it. Is it not then a very extraor- 
dinary conclusion, that I explained away its e, mere- 
ly by showing its connexion with the other promises 
given at the same time? But in what manter is it sup- 
posed that I explained it away ? Probably you meant 
the following sentence, For notwithstanding it is said, 

A father of many nations have I made thee ; and although 
this might, in a metaphorical gente, allude to his being the 
father of believers of all nations; yet it must be observed, 
that it stands immediately connected with the follow- 
ing words; And I will make thee exceeding fruuful, and 
will MAKE NATIONS OF THEE, and kings shall come out of 
thee. These expressions, I added, taken together, do not 
amount to a promise, that the nations which ri 

from Abrabam's loins, or any others, (that 
nations) should be blessed in him. 
gled and imperfect view of this 

« Had not your manner, Sir, been 
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Apostle, directly to contradict your assertion. I x: 
glad, on the whole, you did not ; for I think you we 
hade found it extremely difficult to have engaged 
Apostle in support of your aggerticn. | 1. 

Bezides, the mersure you have taken, it must be as 
ed, is much more respectfal. But as the case now ky 
(ay you, ) I take leave to ask, if, by the promise, A fathix 
F many nations I have made on \constituted thee, Abrahat I; 
was made, or constituted, he father of | believers of all ma 
tio! ere not believers of all nations by the sa 
divin constituted his children and heirs - Shout 
we consent here to admit your premises, we should 51 
feel safe in denying your conclusion, which is as _—_ 
« And if by this promise, believers of all nations are c 
*titured the children of Abraham, and heirs of his bl 
ings, then does it not clearly amount to a promise, t 
in him all nations eu. be Bled Is it not by enge 7 
luis 2 15 and heirs that any are blessed in him ? 

ew of your ments, Sir, have appeared more 

tonishing than this. Yet, from the com —_— 2 
Which you seem to regard it, I have no doubt but 
considered 1 it absolutely \unanswerable. But, Sir, by Mu 5 
permission I will proceed to examine it.— ls it true, * 
your opinion, that the sum of the fire? GREAT” Gref 
PROMISE made to Abraham, In thee, or in thy SEED 2h > 
all nations be HE,, means no more than that Abraham 
should be 4 copstituted” the father of believers in a - 7} 
itval sense, and that in the game sense they should 
contidered as his children If this be not your opinion 
then your argument must be viewed as wholly irrelevant.” 
If you assert this as your opinion, will it not — 
what you have xaid in other parts of your book ? And wilt; 
it not involye difficulties and absurdities which you will 
be ynwilling to meet? But as this subject has been treat 
ed at great length in my last, I shall here mention only! | 
one N. difficulty, Which appears to me to be suffi: 0 
cient to refu te the 7 In order for any to be + 
A m's childres, the above sense, they must previ- ; 
ouzly be Ct ists. If ye be Christ's, then are ye Abraham's. 
reed, and heirs ages * g to the promige : viz, that in him, | 
RIST, all nations should be | 
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blesred. This blessedness consists es . in being 
chosen, called, pardoned, justified, sanctifi optics 
into the family of Christ. And as every wenn $ pos- 
sessed of the samg faith by which Abraham was justified, 
they are consequently considered as his children, and 
heirs according to the promise.“ 
In order to illustrate this sentiment, let it be observed, 
that believers, as the heirs of calvation, are under the 
ianship of angels; but the guardianship of \angels 
never made them 8 but is only to be cons 
as a consequęntial privilege of their being ks | 
in the case before us, our being Abraham's spiritual seed 
is not the ground or cause of our believing, but our believ- 
ing is the very ground of our being considered the chil- 
dren of Abraham. 
In order to render the subject still plainer, if possible, 
I add, once more, The blering of Abraham, or to be bles- 
ved in him, was not a blessing to be derived from Abra- 
ham, as something deposited in his hands, and which he, 
as the father of 12 faithful, could bequeath or bestow, 
at pleasure; but to be blessed with the same blessing that 
Abraham himself was. Hence, I conceive, it does not 
appear, that the Apostle considered the promise, 4 father 
of many nations: have I made thee, * as clearly amounting 
to a promise, That in him all nations shauld be Bled. 
That these two promises have some relation to each 
other, will not be denied: so has every efect some rela- 
tion to its cus: hut not withstanding this relation, i it will 
forever remain distinct. To use an expression of yours, 
„ I was aware,” Sir, that the Apostle had quoted in a 
parenthenris the passage under consideration from the 
covenant of circytacision, and applied it as an illustration 
of his subject. It must be apparent, however, from the 
manner in Which he has quoted and applied it, that he laid 
no very great stress upon It. Nor do I perceive that he 
held an opinion opposite” to mine; for I considered that 
© this might, in a metaphorical nente, allude to Abraham's 
being the father of believers in all nations? and this is 
precisely the sense in which it still appears to me that 
the Apostle uged it. But this is far from admitting, det 
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he understood it as of the ame import of that « | 

promise'whi da wink the n and all the 

Sings of his ts 
=" 


uy 
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F what lids y been st. 14 Ke mind, it 
will, it is Ane utterly d y your conclusion, that 
« the: promises, 1 father of many nations have I made thee, 


—and, In thee all all nations te Nad are clearly cor- 5 
rellative \promizes'$ and, as such, the one essentially im- I 
plies the We trust it has been sarisfactorily 
eb pigs do not imply each other, are en- 

distinct. That the first of thee included 
exsiah and all the blessmgs of redemption in him ; 
bile; on account of the pre-eminent famh which Abra- 
ham had previous to his circumcis ion, che last conferred 
on him the honour of being considered as the father of 
believers of all nations. | This important distinction 1 
beg leave to recommend to your most serious and prayer- 
ful attention. 

As I have already anticipated the principal things 
comained in your 6th Letter, I will here just subjamn 
two or three additional remarks, and then relieve your 
patience. 

Your design in this Letter i is evidently the same as in 


1 


Ke 
the former, . viz. to prove that the ancient gospel PRou- — 
leg, In thee, and in thy teed ball all nations be” Herred, >: 

— 


waz included in the covenant established with Abraham ; 


and his seed, and sealed with the'sign of circumcision.”* < 


Your first argument is founded on Rom. iv, 11, —_ 
which I shall here 7 4 
for granted that th 


e only. one remark. Taking it 


5 
postle erben that by the cove / 
enant of cirtumcitsion, Abraham was © constituted the 


father of believers of all nations,” you ask, „Does he 1 . 


not say, or clearly teach, that all this was hone, that unto 
4 


believers of all nations, as the patriarch's constituted ceed, 


of is ghteoutness, even the righteousnesy of faith, might be im- 1 i 
puted : * Ir appears to me, Sir, that you place the Apostle F 
. 


in a very awkward situation; for you make him argue 


that men may be N without having the righteous- Fx 
ness of faith: do 5 ve you| not elsewhere $aid, that none 
ors | 


but true heli are the children of Abraham! And 
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are they true believers without having the righteourness 
of faith? Are such to be considered merely 


as candi- 
dates, or as persons duly qualified for the righteousness 
of faith ? Alas, what inconsistencies are you driven into, 
in order to defend your theory? Permit me, Sir, to ask, 
once more, if all believers, from the first moment of their 
believing, are not possessed of the righteourness of faith 
Does not the Apostle declare, that by him, that is, Christ, 
all that believe are jutified from all things from which 
they could nat be justified by the law of Mares And are 
believers justified without the imputation of righteous- 
ness? Abraham's faith is spoken of as the particular 
act in which righteousness was imputed- to him,— 
And the Apostle is particularly careful to state, that he 
had this faith when in wuncircumcizien, Seemingly with 
a design to exclude that transaction from any share in 
it. But you make the ground on which righteousness 
is imputed to us to depend on our being Abraham's reed, 
and not on our believing. If these are not your views, 
I confess I have not been able to comprehend-your rea- 
saning; and yet if they are, I must say they appear 
both unscriptural and absurd. Your remarks on the 
« renewal of the covenant with Isaac, I have considered 
in another place. My answer to them will equally apply 
to what you have said concerning Jacob, 

It only remains to notice your observations on the 
rapturous declaration of Zacharias at the time of the 
circumcision of his son, who, he was assured, was sent to 
prepare the way for the Saviour. After quoting the 
words recorded in Luke i. 68—73, (excepting the 715t 
verse) you proceed to the following conclusion: „ In this 
passage again we have clear and decisive proof, that all 


the mercy to be performed by the coming of the Messi- 


ah had been promized to the fathers, had been polen of 


to the church by the holy prophets from the beginning « 


the world, and was comprised in the holy cruenant seal- 
ed to Abraham and his seed by the sign of circumcision, 
and confirmed by an oath.” What is all this to the point 
in question ? No one disputes but Christ came accord- 
ing to the promires made to the fathers, and agreeably to 
the testimony of all the prophete. Nor do we dispute 


 midable aspect, but as he n them, they appear. 
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that God in| sending his Son remembered his 6 covenant 
with. Abraham, i. e. e Lo him ell fornily 2 ö 
chould be bl-5ied, and which covenant or promise he 
wards confirmed by an cath. But we can perceive 
kind of proof, hat! the Apostle mentions- —4 
N th Rn} 
covenant of circumcision ; lly considering, 
the subject he was now treati was not Specially: « 
larized” in that comets the teu of in hong 
—_ —— the $ign of circurcision : But as we have, 
Shown, both the covenant and aath were die 
— 2 it. 1155 examining your ar Sir, they? 
appear to the mind much like the hills on a turnpike, to 
the eye of the traveller, | At a distance they have a fore 


3 


to lessen, till, at length, he finds himself completely over 
them without experiencing the smallest inconvenience. ' 4 
If these observations should have no other effect, 
hope they will lead you again to examine with — vn 
the Apostle's argument in the ivth chapter of Romans, K 
Should you do this, I have no doubt you will perceive:- 
that the | Apoſtle did not icate the * imputation of 
righteousness to Gentile lie vers on their heing Abra- 
wy seed, but to them as believers, though not circum- 5 
cised, and in the same sense as it was imputed to Abraham 
while in that state. Your argument in its present form 40 
cannot be admitted, unless it be first admitted, that men 
may be Abrahan!'s reed, and heirs according to the promise, 55 
without being believers, or that they may be believer. * n 95 
out possessing the 2 F | faith ! | 
I was about, Sir, tO close this, and enter upon an = + | 
amination.of your VIIch Letter z hut, in looking over what -.- 
I have written, I find a few things omitted in some of your 
preceding Letters which I purposed to have noticed. 
Your * will indulge me, mg a little out of. 
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apply with equal force to Sarah, who nate was 
Sarni to Sarah; and which the ae prague 
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LETTER VI. 
I wish to observe a few things on the reasons which 
you have assigned for Abraham's being so long kept in 
a state of probation before he was constituted patriarch 
of the church. Ic u seem to suppose that twenty 
years delay was necessary, that opportunity might be 
given for the trial, and exemplary manifestation of Abra- 
-ham's faith, as he was to be constituted the patriarch of 
the church.” There seems a peculiar infelicity attend- 
For the only instance wherein Abra- 
ham's faith was specially and peculiarly tried, as gecurred 
to by the inspired writers, did not happen 85 
you 
have assigned for his probation ! It is said by the Apos- 
tle, By faith Abraham, when he was TRIED, offered up 
Traac. This was an illustrious instance of the patriarch's 
faith, and stands recorded to his everlasting honour, But 
in some other instances, where we should not su 
his faith put to a very severe test, he did not give the 
most c exemplary manifestation” of it to the world. Bur 
lest you should charge me with a design to lessen the 
reputation of this venerable man, I will present the in- 
Stance of trial to which I refer, in the language of one 
whom you cannot t. „On his entrance into Egypt 
(saith the excellent Dr. Hunter) Abram is seized with an 
unaccountable fit of distrust, altogether unbecoming his 
character, and equally injurious to God, to garai, and to 
the King of Egypt. - He is afraid of trusting the honour 
of his wife, during a temporary residence in a strange 
country, to that God, at whose command he had given 
up his native country and his all. He injures the friend 
and companion of his youth, in supposing her capable of 
being allured, by the splendour and flattery of Egypt, 
to forget her duty to her husband. He affronts a prince 
whom he knew not, by suspecting him of a criminal de- 
sign against the peace and honour of a stranger driven 
thee excecding ſcuitful, and will make nations of thee ; and 


gs shall, con of thee And: of Sarah it was also said, “ Yea, I will 
es her and she shall be a MOTHER of nations; and tings of «hall 


54 


WE» of ber. + And are we, Sir, to consider Sarah, because her name was 
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_ another of believers of all nations? 


changed from Sarai to Sarah, as the patriarches: of the church, and (6: 
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into his dominions for relief from famine. He F% $i 
course to the crooked path of cunning and falsehood, wheh 
the direct road of fairness would hen served kia 
much better.. The very means Which Abram 5 
devised for preverving | Sarai's chastity, exposed her 
danger. As his sister, she might be lawfully . 
by any one ; as his wife, she was considered as sacred 
himse f. What must have been his feelings w 
the imposture Was detetted! How keen his remorse, 
see Pharagh, and his innocent househould, plagued for K 
fault? T he conscious shame of having acted wrong, 
of thereby baving 1. t mischief upon anot her, is, 
haps, the severest t an W e mind > a 
zu er“ 
my one lick upon this quotation, and L 
f Dr. bt nos observations are "ti they tend 5 | 
1 to weaken, if not wholly to destroy, your fa 
jecture on this part of the history of the patriarch, . G 
the whole, your direct 0 e ” unfortunate ys 
n . to the 1 1 * 
solicit your attenti a moment to another poim, 
I refer to your remarks on Abraham $s call to leave 
kindred and country. Have you not, dear Sir, in 
to ztrengthen argument, taken the liberty to change 
a rare, nen 4 by the Spirit of God) fro: 2: 
vol ative into the r1ubjunctive mood ? And hat 
not, in this way, rendered an abu promise mad 
to Abele conditional ? « At the tie of his call,” 84 
Jou, the Lord promised Abraham, that if he bons 
depart from his country and  connexions unto a lag 
which should be shown him, he would make of him 1. 
great nation, Kc. This, Sir, differs materially from By 
accbunt given by Moses. If,“ the Sign of a conditio 
is not to be found in the whole passage, as related by hir”, 
Your attempt to include, in the Abrahamic covenan, 
omizes which were made lon before, % 
but not specified at the time of the ratil 
covenant by the sign of circumcision, is a 
known in any other covenant trancaction... 
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ent that would prove that the previous promises 

made to Abraham were included in this covenant, would 
prove that hir, and the subsequent ises made to 
him, were comprised in the Sinai covenant. Indeed the 
scriptures afford much more evidence for the latter than 
for the former. It is abundantly evident that most, if 
not all, the of the covenant of cixcumciion, 
together with its initiating real, were in with 
the Sinai covenant, as appears by the testimony of Christ 
and one of his 'Apostles.* I could but observe, Sir, in 
noticing the instances in which God appeared to Abra- 
ham, when you come to the time in which the nt 
of circumcision was ratified, you appear to be much in- 
terested in your subject. You represent the divine ap- 
—_ as « — — _— 2 2 But, 

„notwithstanding the — 
solemm transaction is represent creed by th 
descriptive pen, when compared the — ——— 
by Moses, of the divine — . on Mount 
its splendour di like the feeble light of a ayer 
defore the mighty orb of day. And still our 
are pleasingly carried forward from the EE or 
of that dispensation, to the milder, yet superiour g 
of the present, which far excelleth all that has 


before:F Lam, dear Sir, rexpectfully 
Yours, &c. 
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REV. AND DEAR 5 TR 


YOU commence your VIIth Letter in a ber 
acteristic of the candour with which you have too 
rally treated my writings. If you have offered 

wing,” say you, « entitled to be called argument, 
hich to shew, that the ancient gorpel promize was not 


8 Vd, John vii. 22. Gal. v 3. 
+ See Exod, xiz. 17-19, 2 Cor. iii, 7—1t. 
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included in the covenant of the ancient church, it- 
what you have said with reference ta the 16th verse 5 
my context,” —It is, to be sure, Sir, not a little puzzlin; | 
3 what you have been so warmly combating, 
pore more than thirty crowded octayo pages, if 
indeed the first mate i wh you br ra will 
* thing entitled to be called argument.) But mf 
present concern is, to zee how you dispose of this. 
Without noticing a number of questions, I pr 
immediately to statè what you consider as the real 5 — 
ence between us on the following passage: He raith 
And to reeds, as. of many ; but as of ONE, And to thy Sean 
which is Canusr. & You and your brethren,” say you,-. 
« if I rightly understand| you, construe the oN in 
passage as meaning ont individual, or exclusively Chris % 
in person.“ And add, „This, Sir, I believe to be incor; 
rect; a flagrant violation of the grammatical | construe:7” 
tion of the text, and directly repugnant as well to the . 
tenor of the Apostle's argument as to his express decla.\ JR. 
ration.” After several remarks; of a similar nature, y I 
proceed to say, „ By your construction of this text, you? 
not only make, the | Apostle. reason abeurdly, but you | 
make him say What is untrue: Nay, you make him con, 
tradict directly his own declarations. For in this very 
chapter, instead of saying That Christ in person, exclug 
vols) is the ont ge: he says expressly, If ye be Fwy, 
then are ye Abrabam's SEED, and AEIRS accor ding fo 1 this 
PROMISE.” In the next page you. go on to say, © If you / 
still ins ist upon your construction, it will be incumbent, 
on you clearly-to point out the scriptural distinction bee” 
tween the one Seed to which the promises were made, , 
and the gerd who are heirs a, cording to the promize, and? 
who are all one in Chrict Jesus.“ 4 
I hope, Sit, vou will allow me to have now given a! 
fair s$tatgment of your views of this text. Vou will ol 
expect me to give at length all that you have thought 
proper to say in vindication of your plan, as my — 4 
is not to reprint your book; but to refute. your gu 
ments, And as I believe them to be erroneous, l 
through divine $118. 5 to do this Res 
| 2 | 
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In order to bring our d views of this subject 
to a fair test, I Shall take cr Wide what I presume 
you will not deny, viz. That the promise first made to 
Abraham, In thee shall'all families of the earth be bleried, 
was renewed/at the time of the ing up of Isaac, in 
the words In thy Seed chall all nations be Vlecred. 
1 We are here not to consider two distinet promises, but 
1 the same differently expressed. The latter is evidently 
1 — This the matter to this 

point, that In the reed of Abr all nations wire 
to be blerted. The dispute then between us on this point 
wilt be entirely determined by a scriptural explanation of 
the meaning of the word ed as used in this promise, 
and as illustrated by the Apostle in — under 
consideration. 


Believing I was supported by the author - 
ity of an Apostle, I e promise 
as cent in, and limited to, Christ, And 


1 after listening with profound attention to your reason- 
ing, J am still obliged to believe that he alone was the 
Sceu to whom the promise referred. The ground you 
have taken in opposition to this c is, that 
Christ and his church, or the spiritual seed of Abra- 
ham, are intended by the Sed; and that they are one 
in the sense of this passage. But, Sir, 1 hope to con- 
vince you that your statement is both unscriptural and 
absurd. Permit me to ask, Who are to be blested in the 
promiced Seed ? The answer must be, « believers of all 
nations.” But are not these, according to your argu- 
ment, a real part of the cced in which they are to be 
— They evidently are. Then the of 
1 must be, that believers of all nations, shall 

be bl in believers of all nations! Ac to this, 
the seed blessing, and the seed blessed are the same 
If Christ and believers are the one zeed, as contend, 
Jask again, In whom are we to be blessed ?—Should 
Jou say in Abraham, another difficulty at once arises ; 
Was Christ blessed in Abraham ? No, Sir, ly the 
reverse. Abraham was blessed in Chriſt. 10 f 42 
insist upon your on construction,“ that Christ-and be- 
WA * W the seed of Abraham to whom the 
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Py promises were made, it will be incumbent on Nu 
| clearly to point -out,” how they are blessed in the ace bf 
W 2 | 3 

In admitting your construction, Sir, difficulties mi ęt 

us in every direction, and the more critically we 


your „the more inconsistent and unscri 
appears. Your: argument from Christ's 

with his church; is totally irrelevant. None 

dut that Ci r 


does it hence follow that they are so in eve'y 
zenge'? Were they one in making atonement ? Did n 
the prophet, personating Christ, say, I have trocuem 
wwine-presr alone, and of the people there was none with 77 
Are Christ and his people one in 1 . 1 4 
ners with -pardon aa! ese ? A 
oath wer cab Fe int 13 
Church the same pow Was pretend to it but” 
, pope and his 115 ne Anil e ace -thave the ve 
blessings with which the nations were to be blessed n 
Abraham's seed?“ But (say you) He zaith not, And io ac. 
as of many, that is many 2ceds,| but of one, that is of d 
;ted, And to thy Seed, which is Chris) : not the 
exclusively in person; but the Jn and his church 
one.” Permit me, Sir, to aſk, By what authority do yu 
add to the words of che Apostle ? According to th, s, 
Christ is as much bleczed\in Abrabam's seed as his chure\. 
* Y you render it actively, then it will follow, that tae 
ch confers its Metrings on the guilty nations equaly 
5 Christ. Both of which, 1 conceive, 1 to be wb 
inadmissible. he! 
In apply the passage exchusively to Christ, you 
charge me with 4 a flagrant violation of the 
construction of the text. But how have you supported 
this charge? Why, showing that the word — 
is the same in the . 
hom the nations were to be blessed, and in the c« 
of circumeision, which reepected the 222 
And is it not the bame too, Sir, when a 
word of % or en to a of mu — 
what does all this ? Not that — : 


$44) 420 {Kt hk eee. 


| . 0 | \ . 1 
5 F \ «bt | 2 g 4 2 7” 
: - 1 2 N 8 5 1 7 5 D 4+ 
M _— TAE 


pa k " 
9 8 ' 2 
« 2 43 


60 LETTER VU. 


grammatical construction of the word, but that the same 
word is used in different senses. Is this tc entitlecl, Sir, 
to be called argument? | 
The conclusion which you draw from the explanation 
given by me is as follows: « According el pr jour 

non of the tn eee 
thus: The promises were made to wy en 
to the exclusion of all others, both believers and unbe- 
lievers z therefore, according to the promises, those only 

who believe can be justified ! You then ask, Dovs 
te Apostle, Sir, . at this rate ?” No, Sir ; not does 
* body else but yourself. 

t is not jab 7 that you could have $0 far mistaken 
me as to suppose, that I meant that the promises were 
exclusively made to Christ, so that he, and he alone, 
should be blessed in Abraham's Seed, and congequently 
be the only heir according to the promise. This could 
never be inferred from my construction of the text; for 
that stands in direct opposition to such a sentiment. You, 
I think, must have observed, in the page proceding the 
one from which you have made your quotation,* that 
the contrary is so plain that a wayfaring man need not err 
with regard to my meaning. y observations there 
were stated as follows: 1. The Apostle is particularly 
careful to distinguish this promise respecting the SER 
in whom the Gentile nations shoùld be blessed, From 
that made in the covenant of circumcision respecting the 
posterity of Abraham. The amm SEED, who was to 
brute the terpent's head, was also the SEED promised to 
Abraham, in whom the believing Gentiles should be 
blessed. But primarily his nat 4 — or at most his 
spiritual tced, and not Christ, were intended by the red 
in the covenant of circumcision. The nations have never 
been bless ed in any other of Abraham's seed but tf 
This, Sir, I still consider as scripturally correct, and per- 
fectly analogous with the Apostle's reasoning on the sub- 
ject. . To the above I added, 2. The Apostle further 
distinguishes the promise under consideration, in the 
16th verse (meaning of your context.) New, $aith he, to * 
Abraham and his sred 4pere the promizes made. He speaks | 
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of promices, in the plural : In Gen. Xii. 3, it is said, 8 
THEE hall all families of the earth be blerred.” If I m 
use à mode of speech adopted by the le, with 7+ 
gpect to the tribe of Levi,“ the Messi 
the flesh was now in the loing of babies: But, 15 
when this was renewed. at the offering up « 
Isaac, this was'no longer the case; nor was it then 
in THEE ; but in thy SeeD (hall all nations le bern 
Isaac now trobll as the more immediate progenitor of the 
Messiah. The same is observable when this prove | 
was renewed to Isaac arid Jacob afterwurds. 
That your construction of the text, Sir, is e N 
7 51 in what I have 8 
e have already seen, the first t roman. * 
ves pecting the dee in whbm the erst- be blessec 
could nor es Christ and his church in the 
sense. It must be evident that one w * UA the * 
other to be bl We will now se if my construc-- 
tĩon of the n b Hable to the same difficulties and objec. 
rA 1. Icontend that the word gerd, when used in this: 
| Ppromise to Abraham, to Isaac, and to Jacob, referred 
ro Christ. This conclusion, I chould suppose, from the 
very nature would force itself upon us, without 
recurting to the p under consideration. But here,” 7 
Sir, It . to me, the Apostle has fully decided the | 
point. Now to Abrabam and bir Seed wwere the promizes : 
made, He main mot, Anil to reels, as of 'many ; but as 1 + 
ONE, and 10 thy Seed, which 'ir Cbrin. That we might 
clearly . in whom we are blessed, He raith not, And F 
ro welds, as namely, many individuals; br as of one, *, 
nely,Cumsr, in whom all the fulness of the Godhead v 
dwelt, and ih whom ee p a who will, * 
: both jn time and eternity, have all the blessing his 2 
redeemed people. All who are thus ene are Chet are Christ's, 
and consequently accounted as Abraham's | reed, *; if 
and heirs ace g to this promise: but never, Sir, 1 
believe, as the reed, or any part of the seed, in whom then; 
nations are to be blessed. | 2 
- That this statement i correct will be further apparent 
from what the Apostle has said in the :Tgth verse vf 7 
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your context. Wherefore then ter veth the law ? A. u 
added because of transgresiions, TILL THE SEED SHOULD 
GOME; TO WHOM THE PROMISE WAS MADE. „Till che 
Seed should come ? Do, my dear Sir, pause here a mo- 
ment, and reflect on the meaning of this v 
Has not, the Apostle, by this single stroke, ruined 
forever your favourite argument ?, To demonztrate this, 
will you permit me, Sir, „in my own manner,“ to ask, 
Were there no believers, no church, no spiritual red born 
to Abraham, until after the adding of the law ? I think 
you will not hazard the assertion. According to your 
construction of the text, the cel, at least one part of it, 
had been in the world long before the law was added ; 
yea, as early as God had a church in the world. | By 
the same construction, a part of it can never be said to 
have come until the whole church of God shall be com- 
pleted ! But, Sir, if we allow the Apostle to mean as he 
said, that the promises, as above stated, referred exclu- 
sively to ONE, 1. e. to Christ, then his ing is intel- 
ligible, that the law was added till the Seed (meaning 
Christ) ud come, to whom the promice was made. In this 
view of the subject, all is plain and harmonious : but ac- 
cording to your confused hypothesis, the seed blessed, 
and the seed in whom they are blessed, are all the same. 
Really, Sir, if you have exhibited. one gcriptural idea in 
your construction of the text, I have only to regret, 
that I have not discernment enough to see it. 
I am totally at a loss, Sir, to account for yaur passing 
in silence over the last mentioned text, unless you per- 
ceived in it an insuperable objection to your theory. 
And, even in this case, you « must have presumed very 
far upon my credulity, if you supposed that a- text, 30 
directly in point, would escape the notice of your oppo- 
nent; especially one so capable of defending what you 
consider as 4A very principal Antipzdobaptist fortress, 
yea, as their very « citadel.” | 
But you ask, « Are you, Sir, prepared to abide the 
c ces of your construction ?” I can only say, I 
verily believe it to be the truth; and I hope I chall nev- 
er be afraid to abide by the truth. The consequences 
which are thought 80 disastrous to my construction, I 
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might have remained ignorant of, but for your care in 
placing them before me. © By holding the construction, 
that by the ane Seed we are to understand Christ, exclu-" 
ively, in person, you are led (say you) to make the 284 
sertion, that · the promises in the covenant of circum» * 
cision were not to rd, as of one, but to many, to Abra-.; 
ham's seed ge enerally;“ which (you add) is directly con- 
trary to fact,” What js there in the above | « assertion” - | 4 
contrary to fact? Nothing, I conceive, if the words are |: . 
allowed a liberal and candid construction. By Abra- 
ham's seed generally, no candid mind would suppose, 
I meant every individual that could N come under F. 
that denomination. | My meaning, as expressed in the *% 
Page preceding the ace fo as such a conclusion. 2 | 
No more was ner the expression, than if it had + 
been said, the seed of Jacob generally.” I would fur- 1 
ther observe, that the word gerd, in the covenant of cir- 
1 cumeision, though singular, is used as a nown of multitude, * 
| that 12 many. This, Sir, you will not 
. _ "I for his seed was to be as the stars of heaven. 
2 if you ſimit the promise to the spiritual seed 

yet stil 


fk Abrahams yet Still it was to many. 
ly the sense in which I used it in con-? 
trast with the von. ain which the Apostle has declared 
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to be Christ. Abraham's seed, whether natural or spir- 
itual, certainly are many but Christ is ONE : the oy , 
begotten of the Father. 
| Feeling fully satisfied, that the construction L e 
given of the text in dispute, is clearly supported by the 7 
word of God, I shall not be greatly moved by your se- , 
vere charges me. I have endeavoured to EX |/ 
amine your arguments with candour, but they have $ 
duced no conviction on my mind, that I have treated the 
Apcstle in an unfriendly manner ; | notwithstanding you 2 
accuse me of having made him (reason absurdly, and 85 
« say that which is untrue ” nay, more; that I make 
him contradict directly his own declarations.” - These 4 
charges you have repeated with much assurance, but 1 
| e lly failed in proving any one of them. 1 
f I should imagine that you lay very err Roe |: 
* ee the one reed FT way W 
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zeal which you have manifested, in trying to give it a 
bearing favourable to your theory; hence I conclude, 
ng a few remarks more before 


Lou very justly conclude, that according to my hypothe- 
sis, there are at least three distinet seeds, to whom prom- 
ises were made“ And is this, Sir, (admitting it to be 
true,) a new and alarming sentiment? This statement 
is not in my language, nor does it exactly | meet 
views: but I hardly think you can get along yourself, 
without admitting that the scriptures support the $enti- 
ment. The Apostle tells us, that they are not all Lrae! 
which are of Israel ; neither becauge they are the ted of 
© Abraham, are they all children. I know, said Christ, that 
ye are the reed of Abraham.* These, Sir, were undoubt- 
ae ldly the natural zeed of Abraham. “ If ye be CaruisT's, 

saith the Apostle, then are ye Abraham's SEED, and heirs 
according to the promize. Thicke, 1 presume, whether 
Jews or Gentiles, you will allow to be Abraham's ypir- 
itual ccd. Now, Sir, did Christ, as the Jed in whom the 
nations were to be blessed, strictly to either of 
these classes? You have, indeed, connected him with 
the latter; but will you say, that Christ was one of Abra- 
ham's spiritual seed? If he be distinguished from this 
seed, as he most certainly is, then my & hypothesis must 
be scriptural and just: if so, the candid will judge, wheth- 
er it can be hostile to the Apostle's reasoning, or not. In 
fine, Sir, the whole of your reasoning on this subject, 
has served principally to show, how much plausibility an 
ingenious mind can give to error; and how nearly it 
may seem to approximate to truth, and still be distinct 
from it. An observation of an old English divine, seems 
applicable. It isa wonder to see, (said Dean Bridges) 
how the greatest, learned, and best of all, when they 
have once deeply conceived an opinion, will draw things 
to their own construction.” 754 
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| which were deduced from it, must fall of couree; un 

less, like your Discourses, they have something else tc. 

rest upon, hen the foundation on which they are built; 

is removed, Your exulting, severe remarks in your weben? 

| paragraph, | are left undisturbed to your own reflections.- 
I am, dear Sir, 


| Respectfully yours, &c. [2 ; 
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IN looking over your villen Letter, I find Title 

14 which has not been noticed already, as it is chiefly. 4, 

= recapitulation of your former arguments. Fs 22 

few things, however, which require to be examined. 

After nating /whae you have endeayoured to evince,” 

you add, % Had. it been my object merely to defend my . 

« Two Discourges” against your « Strictures,” it might; 

have been sufficient for my purpose barely to have assert erted® 

or 12 that there were not two distinct covenantsꝰ 

have beep pleased to azert or attume that there 

. Permit me, Sir, to ask, Did you think this : 

| was, doing me justice ? Was this acting the part of a Fain! 

41 and generous opponent ? You here represent me 

| having © barely anterted or armed” the distinction hots 

n the two covenants. It is evident you meant, that. : 

thelw ords |< alert“ and ©« arrume,” $hould be under. | 

stood i in their most popular acceptation, by your qualify- 

ing * .. the word « barely.” It is hence prob- 
able, tha 1 your readers have concluded, that IL 
neither single argument, nor produced a Scraps 

of proof i in uppen the position, but 4 barel asxerted 

or as8umed” i it. Vet, ir, you were $0 y alive to- 

your own reputation, as a public disputant, that before 

had ed the bottom of your page, you enter a 

22 8 "on 7 " not ie particularly noticed , 
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ur « arguments,” as stated in your Discourses, which 
Sol us « were drawn from no less than five distinct 
. | t - * | " | | | | 
You, —— Sir, acknowledge that I stated your | 
first proposition, and do not complain that I did not do 
it fairly; but say, “ you y avoided taking any 
notice of the arguments by which I endeavoured to sup- 
it.“ And would you think of blaming a man 
merely for being prudent ? But, Sir, you have been 80 
happy in constructing this sentence, that while you ap- 
pear to blame my conduct, you pay a very hangsome 
compliment to yourself. But if, instead of « prudently A 
avoiding your arguments,” I had said, you had “ BARELY 
Yarrerted or asrumed” your proposition; then the public 
indeed, have, doubted whether you had distinctly 
a single argument of any kind. Having said 
thus much, I cheerfully agree with you, to leave to your- 
self and a candid public to decide, „ whether in a public ; \ 
disputant such a procedure be fair and honourable.” | | 
A few sentences which follow the above, are so re- 
markable, that I am persuaded you would forgive me 
if you knew that I even «miled while reading them: for 
who could help smiling to hear you describe the for- 
midable aspect of your arguments ? « But careful as you 
have been,” say you, © to avoid a direet encounter with 
my arguments; yet some things of a nature hostile to 
them are adventurously scattered in different parts of 
your book.” These you propose to notice in some of 
your subsequent Letters. « But at this stage,“ you ob- 
Serve, © it may be proper to pause, for the purpose of 
noting more particularly an important point. Let i be | 
here, then, pecially noted, that if all the precious promises | 
made to Abraham were included in the comprehentive 
— by which the church was formed in his family; 
if in particular the great gospel promise, In thee ant in 
thy Seed chali all the nations of the earth be bleed, was 
included in that covenant, then of necessary consequence 
your Antipzdobaptist theory must eventually fall.“ 
What is the point here so important to be nated ? Why 
if all the promises ever made to Abraham were jnclud- 
ed in the covenant of circumcision, then the Anti- 
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paxdobaptizts are wrong to 42408 cham were not 
True, Sir but this ybu knoy is the very point in 9 
pute. Supposing I 2 wish to have it specially 
that if all yaw, AB were nt included in that 
nant, „then of 7 y consequence your P 
theory mist eyentuall fall; ” would your consider th 
as n conclusive mode 1 I should imagine no 
And | yet you have gone on to draw your conclusion 
with Us much confidence as if the point were undeniabl 
m_—_ | y 
ou greatly make, if you suppose that our 
ur en theory,” as you call it, depends solely * 
this point. Should this be given up, I do not perceiv-- 
that our theory would be in danger. This we hay, 
neyer congidered as the main pillar, but a mee inci 
circumstance,., If your Discourses may be true, thoug 1 
not supported by the text on which they are founded, 4 
is more than probable ” e Should think our 
should this argument wrexted from us. I will Be 
trouble you with any further remarks at Present, be 


hope soon to — to revie your next. 4 
114 1 am, dear Sir, * 
. Regpectfully your's, &c. # 
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| | 
ani oy AND; DEAR SIR, | 


HAVING in your preceding Letters finished y 
defence of your Iwo Discourses against my Stricturd- 
you proceed in your IXth to a consideration of 15 


militate” with your arguments. | 
In order to this, you have quoted a paragraph fror? 
your Discqurses which received my animadversions ; pat 
ticularly the manner in which you cited the Aponties 
words in Rom. Iv. 11. which was as follows : « He 
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ceived the agu of circumcicion, a seal of the righteourness of 
faith, THAT HE MIGHT DE TNA FATHER OF ALL THEM 
THAT BELIEVE THOUGH THEY BE NOT CIRCUMCISED, 
though they be not his natural poſterity, THAT RIGHT= 
EOUSNESS MAY BE IMPUTED TO THEM ALSO,” | 
You proceed to say, „With reference to this passa 
you very complacently « charge me, I. « with m 
quoting the Apostle's 2. „ with | 
them; and 3. „ with making bim give a very umpor- 
tant conclusion without any premises.“ You then add, 
To these charges, Sir, I am prepared to reply“ Your 
reply, shall receive all due consideration presently. But 
pray, Sir, what is there in my animadversions on this 
paragraph so uncumplacent as to excite your resentment ? 
Can it be thought uncamplacent to suspect your infallibil- 
Pity in explaining a passage of scripture ? I should cer- 
Ftainly hope not. Or, was there any thing rude or un- 
civil in the manner in which I treated the subject ? If so, 
let it be pointed out. But as though I were not suffi- 
ciently severe, you have taken the liberty to make a 
small alteration in the outset. Lou say I „ charge” 
you, 1. „with misquoting the Apostle,” & c. My state- 
ment reads thus: In this, if we mistake not, he has \mis- 
quoted, &c.—In taking up the above particulars, I have 
used the word „complain; you use the word charge.“ 
With reference to the first article of which I com- 
plained,” of your having „ misquoted the Apostle's 
words ;” as you now *© readily acknowledge” the omis- 
sion, and have inserted the text entire in the second edi- 
*F tion of your Discourses ; I should feel perfectly satisfied, 
; - Were it not for a drawback which you have made upon 
the last, by disclosing the motive which induced you to 
make the 2 After stating, at some length, 
your apology for the omission complained of, you pr 
ceed to say; However, as upon further . 
it appears to me, that the last idea, (meaning what was 
omitted) © will give additional strength to my argument, 
in my second edition I have given the text entire,” Ac- 
cording to this, we must suppose the text w have 
still remained in its mutilated state, had you not fortu- 
nately discovered that your argument would derive * ad- 
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ditional strength“ from giving it entire. Whethes 
meant or not, it is evident that ht? point has been 

* touched as to be felt.” However, you may rest a5Sur:” 
ed, Sir, I never felt a vindictive disposition on accoun 
of the omission ; and nothing is necessary to atone mg, 
but a fair gtatement of the text, let it help who it may. 

2. „ You * charge” me,” say you, © with N 
the Apostle's words, by saying, Circumcision was a seal- 
to Abraham of þis faith, but it 41 not said to be such to his 
posterity, or to any other person on earth.“ (True ! 
Mr. Worpester bas made it a eal of the Lok gl 
of faith generally.” T his,” you add, “ is my misappli= 
cation.” Yes, Sir, this is it, But as though you © Seri! ” 
ously” assented to the first part of the above statement, 
you have fixed in a very conspicuous station the wor 
(«True !“) If it be indeed tri, that circumcision was 
seal to Abraham of his faith, and to none else, to os 
purpose are all. your interrogatories that follow ? 

It is of no consequente to the argument whether it 
were a cal to Abraham of his faith, or of the righteous-"4 
nets\ of his| faith. "The Apotle has not said, that it 
was a seal of either, to any other person. This i is the 
ground, Sir, which I have taken ; nor do I perceive, from/ 
your arguments, any great embarras: ment in the way of 
supporting it. It will be equally to my purpose to ad- 
mit your distinction between Abraham's faith, and the” 7 
rightruνutt of the faith which he bad yet being uncircum- 
cized, I haye no other objection to it, only it does not 
appeir to be warranted| by the account given in the | 
Scriptures. | Here we read, And he believed in the Lon 15 
and he counted it to him for rigbtetasmest.s“ The Apostle 4 
in your context has cited the passage thus: Even as Ara. 
bam RELIIEVEFD God, and 1T was accounted to him for righ- + 
teournesr + In the connexion with the passage now un- 
der consideration, the oh pl has quoted the words in 
the same form.f In both places, speaking of Nis believ-;- 
ing) he says, it was counted unto him for righteousness. 2 
I would only ask, Whether the word it, without « @ 4 
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flagrant violation of the grammatical construction of the 
pasiage,” can be applied to any thing but Abraham's 
faith 1 1 
After having established, as you suppose, your distinc- 
tion between faith, and the righteousness of faith, you ask, 
« But if the RIGHTEOUSNESS of faith be the same to all 
true believers; then was not the zeal, which Abraham 
received, a seal of the RIGHTEOUSNEss of faith generally?“ 
By no means, Sir! It was to Abraham a cal of the righ- 
teourness of THE FAITH which he had, yet being uncircumci- 
zed : but to all others it was not a seal of either faith, or 
the righteousness of faith; but a falen of the covenant 
between God and Abraham.“ Further the Scripture 
saith not. ye 

Do you seriously believe, that either righteoumess or 
aith were sealed to infants of eight days old, or to any 


IF other unbelievers ? I can hardly suppose you do. How 


then can you argue that it was a seal of the righteousnes9 
e eee eee am at a loss, Sir, to 
conjecture what meaning you affix to the word. . 
That the word zeal is used in different $enses in the 


Scriptures must be acknowledged ; but, in this place, it 


appears to me, that the Apostle uses it as synonymous 
with confirmation, q. d. He received the sign of circum- 
eigion a CONFIRMATION of the righteousness 1 faith 
which he had, yet being umcircumci fed. If you can give 
a more rational and scriptural explanation of the word, as 
used in this place, you will no doubt oblige the public. 
This seems, however, to correspond with 2 Apos- 
tle said to the Ephesians : In whom alte, AFTER THAT YE 
BELIEVED, ye were Sealed with that Holy Spirit of promige, 
(Eph. i. 13.) 4 My | 
We may as well conceive of a person's being sealed 
with the Holy Spirit of promise before they believe, as 
to suppose that they are sealed with the righteousness of 
faith before they believe. The supposition in both cases 
is absurd. I believe you will find it difficult to make it 
appear, that the righteousness of faith was by circum- 
cision sealed to those generally who were the subjects of 
that rite, or even to any one besides Abraham. But you 
Sen. xvii, 21. + Brown's Dic. 
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ask, „ Was not 2 faith essentially the arr > ' 
with the faith of every true believer ? Supposing it way 
Py is this to the point 2 as the cal, as you call J., 

pplied to but believers? Was the faith of Abr:; 
255 s male per f eight days old « 3 * 
zam with his Fe Sir you will not pretend it. 

But you ask again, * If circumcision were only a . 
to Abraham of his faith, why, was it applied to Isaac 


Jacob, and to the Israelites generally?“ If you 
eye back upon the original institution, the « = 
7 45 


Gop If has fully answered your question : 
be a * (caid he) of the covenant betwixt me and yo 
This, suppose, would be a satisfactory Few. 


That you were embarrassed with my question repectin;, i 
the * faith of an infant,” and of « a servant bought with | L 
money to be perceived. And as you could no 
tell how "OE 1 e of faith could be sealed tx. 
such as had no faith, you try to evade the point by sug) 
gest ing that the difficulty is between me and the grea 
A kits both of faith lf, and of the righteousness v 
faith.“ It is not, Sir, you may be assured, with the di-? 
vine institutions, or the Author of them, that I contend 
but with your — Bret A of them. Is it not possible 
Sir, that you may be wrong ? 8 
The third thing which I objected to in your remarkꝶ 
on this passage, Was, that you © made the Apostle con; 
clude without premizes.” To make this ap 58 yi gave the! 
words as you had quoted them, in the fo 
« He received the rign of circumcizion, a seal of the right 
teourness of faith, that he might be the father. of all theme 
that believe, thaugh they be not eee pon this 1. 
observed, The Apostle is here made to say, that Abrac- 
ham was circumcized, s that he might be the father of, 
believers that were uncircumciged. » To which I added; 
We ask, in the name of common sense, why it was ned. 
cessary for Abraham to be circumcized in order to consti | 
tute him the father of believers that are uncircumcited P 
80 far as your remarks upon this last observation proceed 
from ly 28 1 mn a 920 vve of the motive; but 
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ground,” to appeal to common senze, unless it is supposed, 
that infidels are the only class of men who, in reasoning, 
make use of it. Nothing could be farther from my 
heart than to speak irreverently of any thing which God 
has appointed. If any thing in the above can be fairly 
construed to have such a meaning, I most heartily re- 
tract it. 

But I proceed. « The point here in dispute, say you, 
« is precisely this; Whether it were Abraham's faith, 
which constituted him the father of them that believe; 


or whether he were thus constituted, by the gpecia/ ordi- 
nation of God when he received the sacred si rcum- 
eision. You hold the former position, I hold the latter.” 
This, Sir, I cannot admit to be a fair statement. In my 
view, it entirely shifts the ground of the dispute. It is 
not, Whether it was Abraham's faith, or “God's special 
ordination,” that constituted him the father of believers ; 
but, Whether it were his faith, or his circumcifion. I cer- 
taialy understood you before, to say that it was circumci- 
Sion which constituted him the father of them that be- 
lieve. I was particularly led to this conclusion, from the 
following passage in your Discourses : Aud he received 
the Sign 4 circumeision, a seal of the righteousness of the 
faith which he had, being yet uncircumcized ; box THE 
EXPRESS PURPOSE, that he might be the father of all them 
- that believe,” &c.“ bis passage, with the explanatory 
clause in capitals as above, led me to understand you, that 
it was Abranam's circumcision, and not his faith, that con- 
stituted him the father of believers, I believe, Sir, I have 
no where denied, or assented to the proposition, as now 
Stated by you; nor do I recollect to have met with it 
before. It must be plain, to any one who reads my re- 
marks, that I was not contending, Whether God's yperia/ 
ordination ; but, Whether it were faith, or cirrumcision, 
which formed the grand prerequisite of Abraham's be- 
ng idered the tather of the faithful. N 
I Have no doubt, Sir, but you attach much more im- 
portance to Abraham's being considered as the father of 
believers, than what I do. It was evidently an high hon- 
our put upon him, and probably one part of the fulfit- 
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ment of that promise, that hir name bull be mide great.*: 
„But,“ saß you, 4 it was not on account of the pre- em-. 
inence of his faith, simply, that he obtained the title“ 


aft mn Friend 


L”+ What was it then? Wat 

coun itting to circumcision? This 
was but a mere effect of his faith. I am constrained still: 
to think, that the Scriptures predicate this distinguishing.: 
title his faith, rather than any thing else. Permits 
me, Sir, to introduce a remark from an old English di- 
vine, made nearly two centuries a2g0 . He belceved- 
or had faith. | This Mes 9 where faith, or # 
beleefe, is expressly spoken of in Scripture, | and is found: 
in —— called the father of all beleevers, Rom. iv. 11, | 

12, 163 and hath 5 ion of justice added to it; be- i 
cause, under this promise, Abram saw and beleeved in of 
Christ; and it was before either the law was given, or 
circumcision ordeyned. Gal. ii. 16, 17. Rom. iv. 10. f K 
This being the first instance which the Scriptures record 
of | believing, the probability runs high, that on this 
account, specially, Abraham was honoured: with the * 
title of che father of believers. This, in distinction from 
circumcision, is the ground on which I placed the argu- 4 
ment in my/Strictures'; and. here I propose still to leave 
it, and wait the decision of a candid public. 4 
In both gf your books, in remarking upon this pas- 
| age, you exhibit an idea which I deem important to N 
notice, though it is not very intimately connected with -- 
che argument. It is this ;— That righteousness is impu- 
ted to believers qn account of their being the children # 
of Abraham, On the suppoxitian that the church > 
is distinct from the Jewi you ask, « How is it that 
we are blessed with him i that we are heirs according to 
the promise made to him ? and that on 4is account as 
our father, righteousness is imputed unto us ? This, 
Sir, it must he allowed, is rendering his constitution aa 
the father of believers, „of very high import” indeed =Y 
According to this, it would Seem, that all believers were 3 
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chosen in Abraham ; and, on this account, righteousness 
is imputed to them ! Is it possible that you __—_— 
that righteousness is imputed to believers an Abraham's 
account I Is not such a sentiment highly gatory to 
the honour of the glorious Redeemer ? I should cer- 
tainly have su , that the sentence had inadvertently 
escaped your notice, were it not that the tenor 
of your reasoning on the text has the same aspect. 

Perhaps, Sir, you will charge me again, with setting 
aside the authority of the NN think I do not; 
but most heartily revere it. But I can never bring my- 
zel to believe, that when it is said, „ That he received the 
tign, &c. that he might be the father of all them that be» 
lieve ; chat righteousness might be unputed to them als ;" 
that he meant to be understood, that righte was 
imputed on the account of Abraham's faith, or of his be- 
ing constituted the father of believers ; but on account of 
their believing in the Saviour with the same faith which 
he had, while uncircumcised. Your iment to me, 
not only appears to be incorrect, but to f 

nicious error. It supposes,, that we 
ham's children before we are believers : for we know that 
righteousness is imputed to every believer, and as soon as 
he is a believer; - {for all that believe are judtified. ) 

In every light in which we can view your statement, 
we meet with difficulties which are inexplicable. For if 
it be true, that * on his account as our father, righteous- 
ness is imputed to us,” then we must be his children an- 
tecedently to this act of imputation: but we cannot be 
his children without being believers z and the very ins ant 
we become believers, righteousness is imputed to us. 
These discordant sentiments, I believe it will be acknowl- 
edged, are fair deductions from your statement; they 
will therefore be submitted to you, to reconcile them at 
your leisure. þ aj 1 

In connexion with this idea of our relation to Abra- 
ham, you are led to say, that « as the father of the church, 
and the heir of the world, the WHOLE 1NHERITANCE was 
conveyed to him for himself and his seed.“ On reading 
this, the mind naturally inquires, To whom did he leave 
it in trust for the church? and how does this agree with 
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parenthesis. |I understand a parenthesis to mean « cer- 
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theApostle's account in the xith — 
mer#ting a number of illustrious characters, among whom.” 
Abrahum 18 ee remarks, These all dic 
n H th, not huwving rereibed the 4 72 but having teen 4 
ahi ew GRAND bers reach of them, and embraced. 
them, and conftssed that they were 1. ne and pilgrims on 4 
the earth. How does it * with the general idea given 
of Christ, it whom are hid all the trentures of uui,j, / und 
7 ledge. \ Fer it pleated the Father, that in him should all , 
s dwell. | The Father loveth the Son, and hath given . by 
2 15 s into his hands. | 1 know not what precise mean- 
— at . affix to the «whole inheritance” ef the church: 
ave not mistaken you, the above difficulties, with | 
y more of a gimilar nature, offer themselves for S0lu- , - 
ow 1 the admission of the sentiment. 1 
I would gladly relieve your patience, Sir, but there is F | 
one 7 more which must be noticed, before I close 
this Letter. | I refer to what I have said with respect to 
a part of the 11th verse of the ivth of Romans, being 
considered as a parentheris. Upon this you observe, I 
confess it would have been some * to have been ; 


informell, by what authority you dispense with perieds, ; 


S 
; 
[4 
# 


and ingert parentheses, at your pleasure, in the sacred text.” 
Ir might be deemed $sufficient to say, that I do it by the 
same | authority! by which you leave out or suppress a |; 
parent hesis, when it Gy your convenience, as I shall 
presently shew. N 
Will you be 50 good, Sir, as to inform me, whether the I 
Scriptures were originally divided into chapters and ver- 2 
_ 1 by the i writers pointed as they now are? If *, 
y credit Leqwrs® and others on the subject, we must 2 
nclude they were not. | That these divisions are arbi- 
rarity add; in some instances, injudiciously made, has been Fi 
acknowledged by most theplogical writers. But to come 
direct to the point; I conchude, Sir, you will allow, that it | 
is the construction of a sentence, and not the inclos ing it r 
between two cireular strokes or brackets, that makes it a .- 


Jad 


tain intercalary words inserted 1 in A discourse, which inter- 1 
rupt the sense, or thread ; but seem necessary for the 4 


. Author of the Hiat, of Trandlation. 
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better understanding of the subject. The proper charac- 
teristic of a parenthesis is, that it may be either taken in 
or left out, the sense and the grammar remaining entire. 
This, Sir, is precisely the light in which I entire the 
sentence now under consideration. I knew it was not in- 
closed in a bracket or cratchet, but it a to me, that 
the Apostle's argument required it to be thus understood. 
The same is undoubtedly true, of Gal. iti. 13. notwith- 
Standing you have ed it « totally irrelevant,” I 
believe that no one who has any philological knowledge 
will deny, but that the last sentence in the 13th verse, 
viz. fer it is written, Curted is every one that hangeth on a 
tree is a parenthesis, whether it be to the point in the 
present argument or not. If it be not, I ask « by what 
authority” you left it out, when citing this passage in 
pour Discourses ? (page 20. I must su you congid- 
ered this sentence to be introduced mer an illustra- 
tion, but not as forming a constituent part of the argu- 
ment, and therefore thought yourself at liberty to omit it. 
But, Sir, we will proceed to a point which is clear and 
indisputable. The passage in Rom. iv. 19. on which 
your principal dependence has been placed, in support- 
ing your theory against my Strictures, is decidedly a 
parentheris, marked in due form. The Apostle's argu- 
ment would not be injured by omitting the passage en- 
tirely. It appears that the first clause of the 19th verse, 
which is quoted from Gen. xvii. 5. as follows : { As it is 
ur itten, I have made thee a father of many nations :) was 
referred to merely as an illustration of the last sentence 
in the 16th verse. It stands thus: To the end the prom- 
ine might be cure to all the seed, nat to that only which is of 
the laau, but to that als which i- of the faith of Abraham, 
who is the father of us all; (As it is written, I have 
made thee a father of many nations) before him whom he 
believed, even God, who quickeneth the dead, and calleth thore 
things which be net as though they were. above is 
almost, if not the only instance, I believe, expressly quo- 
ted from the covenant of circumcision, in the New 
Testament. We do not blame you for making the most 
which you fairly can of it. But, Sir, to use your own 
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If it be indeed « a | "of: 
able wende to e | 


on of a sentence, it ought to be diff 
Half we ink of the liberty vou ha 
ab of which you gave ne 
2 whatever. I have only 
, Ishou suppose, that a man who lived in a house. 
of glass would be __— of ing his neighbour's; 
windows. £ 


PRs I am, dear 9155 7 1 
| 0 9 | Respectfully your's, &c. — 
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| my preceding Le ers have ge cams ? 
didly : e the principal arguments which  yor 
have! 0 wel in vindication of Two Discourses/; 
ks my Strictures have also been con- 
e whole will shortly be before the public; * 
ecision I in? nc will be cording to truth. : 
ing I have laboured some points to a © 
ebe! am or from thinking that the 
if what J have written produces ne 
wh gem, pan your mi » I have Intle reason to cont 
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clude that any thing which I could 
that effect. t would swell my pamp 
ume, were I to take up, in don 
consider to be amiss in your book. 
rial to the 
| proceed now, Sir, toan examination 
ter. In this you exhibit what you 
my explanat 

here pezet a brief etch of both, and 
as I pass along. 


The 
: © Art. 1. 
I considered as 


To which you = 
natural seed of 3 will ul "1 allo 


a | have 


5 


Wl as, the 


stars of heaven for multitude.” 1 though 

you have not noticed-it, that the [1 to tb A4 
cal of tho latter. But the question 2 

the proper and fair import o of the 2 m- 

ise. Does it with the following remark, Zraias 


alto crieth concerning Itrael, though the NUMBER of the chil- 
dren of Irrael he. ar the and of _ Sea, a REMNANT hall 
be aud? 

© Art. 2. And thou Shalt be a father of many na- 
tions.” This I considered as referring primarily to the 
descendants of Abraham, which were divi into sev- 
eral different nations; but admitted, that it might be 
considered 2s having a 6 typical reference to the church 
of God. My entire statement stood thus; There 3 is 
nothing in this article which points us directly to the church 
of Christ : the utmost that can fairly be out, will be 
only a typical reference.” Without taking any notice of this 
last idea, you proceed to charge me with « ing 


laws of ph ical criticism, Lene wa may 'be left 
out altogether, I look with confidence to be acquitted by 
a judicious public. 


the authority of the Apostle.“ But when the manner 
in which the Apostle has quoted the passage, There 
alluding to it in a parenthesis is consid ve no 
doubt I shall be exonerated from the ch by the 
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epect to t gies Article, Tum Bes to reh 

ned in my Strictures, and in your 
ng the passage hich” you affixed as x 
| Dicounts, — the addition of two 


sense. « 


with only 4 
motto to yo 


generations; | e 
ich Abraham, and of his oath unto Isaac ; f & 
med the same to 2 and to = . 
Cand Err. inberitancr. a By on 
ng paragraphs i Fill be geen that you total'y 
2 inspired writer. To render thÞ 
Pe en to your views, you undoubtedly fourfl _ 
wagons e suppress the entire sense of the ww 4 
give us only his preli 
e phe jet vp which they relied.” 
You are wy in the nex place, to charge me 1 
connetting «che capital promise” as you call it, in ths 
75 „ of the land of Canaan. Ye 


Wand you as it stands in t 
ba . h me, ws order to accommod 
y ; 


© God bas joined together ? 1 

fn fark | if I had said in general terms, that 
this icle, „God to be a God to believe 
_ to their A ow would not have complained ; 


y attempt some specific idea to the expr 
A0 has! 2 55 to ace that I was « evidently em 
to place the subject f 


cker and and Roth light, and to show the consequenc 
1 Chron, W. 13, 58. 
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er place.” Is this, Sir. 


eory. To rem: 
deen pleased to give the following reply: 
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here, Sir, 1725 acknowledge, and would do it with 
itude, that after all yo attempts to darken and dim 
ish 4 subject, as as tlear as it is glorions, and to cast repr 
—_ the rs in this everlasting covenant, I am 7 
| of those, who mise in view, cor 
tains every an beltbæu upon falle 
p creatures for No person, I presum 
Sir, wishes to control your belief but what have you 


c proved, more than what I freely conceded : ? Hare yow 
1 proved, that Prom: led to 54 a God ina raving an 

; rpecial zense to all Abraham's natural offspring, or to al 
the natural o or seed, of "Gentile believers ? I: 
not, the suhjegt still remains as dark as I left it. Wißß 
you presume to ay, that God has promised, that all thes 
natural offigring or seed of Abraham, or of Gentile bei 


lie vert, shall come to the $aving knowledge of the truth? 
Or, that he has promised that any who do not coine t 
the knowledg the. truth shall be saved? If not, © 


| what| avail are all your pat rk declarations of what yo! 1 
; « believe.” I an not disputing the goodness of vont? 
| "I but the correctness| of your th 


o not feel ore] 0 argeable with havi ing retaineF 
only the « mere out integument or. $kell ;” nor of = - 
cc eee tw the more prongs and excellent part © - 
this I think rm, U the important bless4 / 


ings, ever preg to Abraham, and to the world; but. 

cannot attach them all to the covenant of circumeision 
You suggeßt, that I viey the pramises of this covenan 

much/in|« the same te, nporal hg 111 as did the carnal pry 

of the Jewish nation and 1 hire. Hence you procee 

to atk) & But was it thus with wi true heirs of the prom: * 

tes Pl Neo, Sir * Fon add, „ but they confesred that 8 


e al 4 pring,” is used in distinction from spiritual — 
, A respectable P Ar writer gives the following ex _——_— 
of the abo covenan 110 He (Le., God) es a covenant of property.” 
with NN importing that his sced thb uld be very numerous, 1 
have Canaan ur their inheritance. hig he confirmed to [ac an 
Jacob, N. 415 "hi cirenmeition N the real; | for which reason it is call<- f 


ed the ch On. x5, 14, 16, 17. xv. 18. vu. 4 „13, Pia cv. 
f 8—1t. | Neh. ix. 8,” Browu's Script. Dict, ? Y 
Did this vererable old Presbyterian throw away the more precior 
parts of | this covenant, and retain; only the hell? 
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were «rangers and pilgrims on the earth, aud they delired « 
BETTER COUNTRY, that is, an HEAVENLY.” And did this 
arise from their different views of the covenant of circum- 
cision, or from their being hellevers in the promised Messi- 
ah? I rest the decision of this important question with an 
impartial public, and am, dear Sir, * 

| Respectfully youx's, &c. 


LETTER |. XI. | 


KEV. AN D DEAR SIR, 


YOU commence your Xlth Letter, which I am now 
to consider, by quoting your third head of argument as 
<tated in your Discourses, as follows: 3d. “ The cove- 
nant made with Abraham and his seed, is the covenant of 
svhith, in the New Testament, Chriit is daid ta be the Medi- 
ator, and which is designated as the covenant to be extablizhed 
with the church in the days of the gorpel.” 

This proposition, Sir, to me, wears a very doulttul 
aspect; and were it base I wish to narrow rather than 


widen the field of controversy, I might undettake to show 
its incorrectness. But I shall content myself with only 
proposing a few things to your consideration. 

Few men whose writings I have read, make more fre- 
quent complaints that their opponents c aszert,” but do 
not prove, than yourself. I cannot, however, per- 
ceive that you have offered any sufficient proof in sup- 
port of the above proposition. In what way, have you 
made it to appear, that what. the Apostle calls a better 
covenant which (he says) was extabliched upon better pron:- 
11, was the Abrahamic covenant ? Surely not by pro- 
ducing that, or any part of it, but by citing another 
mentioned some centuries after in the prophecy of Jere- 
miah,*-and quoted by the Apostle as follows: « For this is 
the covenant that I will make with the House of Iirael, After 
thoze days, saith the. Lord, I will put my laws inte their 


Chap. xxxi. 33. Heb; vii, 10, 
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mind, aud jor ue them in their hearts: and 1 uiii be 1 
a God, and they thall be ti me a people.” 4 This,” 57. 
« is called | a NEW covenant.” Not because i 
really a new one, but « * of its revival and 
newal.“ Neither the prophet, Sir, nor the Apostle | 17 
given the least 1 intimation, that an old covenant, that «> I 
been for a long time greatly obscured, and almost 
out of sight,“ was about to be revived z but declare 
the rk, of God, that he would makes a NEW] cg 
NANT, The © excellent” Mr. Scott, (as you call ! 2 
happens also to differ entirely from you on this pc LY: 
He says, % Israel as a nation typified the true people 4 
God: the old covenant, made with them was typical # 
the 2 covenant) made with all TRUE BELIEVERS'AS 
ONE.IN CHRIST. This is not ratified with a” natioß . 
Such, N every Christian nation is under a dispeg a 
tion of mercy, according to this covenant in some the : 
as the Jews were z) but it is made with Chrizt the 
in behalf of his people, and with each of them persof 
ly, as by faith he becomes a member of his mystical H 
The moral law was written in tables of stone, and in che 
book: of the law, and put into the hands of the Israclbs 
but they brake ſt, for want of a spiritual mind; anch tf 5 
it brought them Inder condemnation : but accordin 
he new coe, God engages to put 4 rt znts the i 
party, and to write it y the hearts” of his people: t 
by regenerating grace he creates in them a judgment, 
pbsition, and affection congenial to the holy law of loft 
After describing the various exercises of the — 
ated heart, he adds, © In this way the Lord becomes Ii. 
(ad, and they his people, prepared for the daily exer, 5c 
of repentance, faith, humble conscientious obedie 
and the s iritual worship of him in his ordinances. ;*: 
T " needful for persons of this character, to call ﬆ 


another off from idols to the knowledge and worß 
of ehovah.; nor would they be left to mere hugin 
teaching: but the whole company, from the greatest ta 
least, habe « an heart given them 7 to know the L 
as to trust in un, and to cleave to his service.“ 


bo ots " Notes in loc. 
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This, Sir, appears to be the genuine sense of the pas- 
sage. This accords entirely with my views, and with 
those of my Baptist brethren. But how widely differ- 
ent from yonr fanciful explanation of the 4 renewal” of 
an old covenant ? You. certainly. will not suspect Mr. 
Scott of a design against infant baptism. I will repeat 
the text again, and add your explanation, and the candid 
will judge which appears the most scriptural. Behold 
the days come, yaith the Lord, that I will make a new cove- 
nant with the house of Irrael, and with the heute of Judah.” 
You implicitly say, No. „It is indeed called a new cove- 
nant, because of its' revival and renewal,” But it is not 
such in reality. « Unhappily, in this instance, the au- 
thority of” the prophet, * the apostle, and the excel- 
lent Mr. Scott, « appear to have with you but little 
weight.” 7 bo n 
In order to show that you have « conceded to no 
Mifference' between the Abrahamic covenant, and the 
” one last mentioned, you « present at large the passage” 
of your Discourses on which I remarked in my Stric- 
tures :- but I cannot perceive that you have relieved the 
subject in the smallest degree. You are pleased to say, 
that * In the last instance, indeed, there is an intimation 
of a renewal of heart in those with whom the covenant 
is established.“ The same also“ (vou continue) «was 
:timated at the first establishment of the covenant with 
Abraham and his seed by the sign of circumcision, 
which was a zeal of the RIGHTEOUSNESS of faith, and a 

zacrament ro of a renovation of heart, or a new 
creature.” This, Sir, is the way in which you prove 
that the Abrahamic covenant, and the one called the 
NEW COVENANT, are one ! If the point is proved, I cer- 
tainly ought to be satisfied. But whether it be owing to 
a want of sion, or to $gme other cause, I know 
not 3 yet I freely acknowledge, that I cannot see the 
least ow of proof in the whole of your statement. 

Circumcision,“ you say, © was a $acrament, igniſicunt 
of a renovation of heart, or a new creature.” I am at a 

oss to know. in what sense I am to understand you. 
Did it signify, that the subjects of this rite were the 
Subjects of renewing grace, and that they were actually 


[ban wo vun 


ally to be applied 1 infans 1 

| the history of thojs 

ae this conclusion. Did 34 
2 eircumcised should evi} 


og, a ion of heart, or becom s 
creatures ? This conclusion can no more be 204 


the above. It equally fails in point of f 75 
| abend in need of a renovatich. 
of heart, in order to enjoy ? Should this be at qi 
mitted, (and I think it is the utmost that can be adm. 
t prove che tenure of this covenant, to be uf 


'F # 


1 A -and/pardicetirly for the following req. 
Ons! It is said in the viiith of Hebrews, But ne 


hath he « a more excellent ministry, by how mucf. 
„ regent 9 which way 
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Abraham and his seed, which was, as you contend, to be 
an everlasti covenant z Th you; dh ht bet space of 
four and six , when they had scarcely be- 
gan to realize its blesginge, | put them under the Sinai 
covenant, which was far it to it | It will be seen, 
that the « new covenant” of which Christ was Mediator, 
was distinct from that the Jewish nation had been 


3 al- 
? Is it not » 
3 1 


under from the days of Moses, which 
most the what of 1 their national existe 
then perfectly. unaccountable, that at the 
when God was displaying his power, — 
seed of Jacob from their cruel bondage, wy. bis 
ancient covenant with Abraham wn brook) — 
them from this better covenant, and them under 


one less favourable ; and one on not 
$0 interesting as that under which they had in the 
days of their exile ? Does such a consist with 


. 
promises concerning his is 
utterly inadmissible. a 
L noe plain; Be that in the viith of Hebrews, the 
Postle does not contrast the Abrahamic with the Sinai 
3 but the Sinai covenant, 
| 7 Iv it not 
gospel church was now put in 
greater and higher than were ever p 
ee ood neee. 
only as the fulfilment of what was 
7 On the whole, Sint oath 


your 
satis- 

„ that the « new covenant to be made with 
2 „as 
not in fact a new one; but only the renewal of an old 
one, which had been made with their fathers thirteen 
hundred and fifty years before. Nor can it be admitted, 


without clearer evidence than any you have'as u- 

ced, that the Abrahamic 1. e. ee ee 
iator. Whether you 
: 


nant of which Christ is the 


2 ks 7 (oe law of God, Þ' 
y inculcated,” But does this answer to the 1: 
provisions of the | new covenant : ? By | 
It would be unreasonable to SUPPE „that Gel 


ity of a 4 renewal of Þeart. Does it hence far 
5 all who were © gcald with the sign of circune 
cigio ,” were renewed persons? You certainly do not by 
lieve i it yourself. Would it not, Sir, be as reasonable f 2 
SY pore, that all your congregationare rea Christians? fi 
I haye no doubt but you incylcate upon them the nf. 
ceisity of a * renewal of heart. But the language ff 
the new covenant is yery different from all this. 
declarations, are absolute. „This shall be the cave 
that I will make with the house of Israel, After wes, ; 
saith the Lord, I will put my law in their inward part 
and wwrue it in their hearts, and will be their Ge d, ar 1 
they aul! be my people. And they shall teach no 
every man his neighbour, and every man his brother, sa 
ing, Know the Lonp: for they shall a// know me, 25 
the Toi 6 of them unto the greatest of them, saith the 
for I - GE 0 their iniquity, and will remember 
sin no (Jer. xxxi. 33/34.) Hence, Sir, we sed 
that _ your efforts to make out a similarity betwee: 
this and ths covenant of circumcision, there remains 3 
clear and irreconcileable distinction. This disti 1 
mußt forever remain, unless you can make it appear, tht 
to . inculcate” the necetsity of a renewal of heart, and th 
actual possession of a,renewed heart, are the same this 
In noticing my 9bservations upon the word everlas, 
as used in relation to the covenant of circumcision, 1 
Stead of proving my statement incorrect, you have 
the passions your readers with uncommon eloq 
and pathos, On supposition, that the covenant of ci 
curncigion is abrogated, you exclaim, © Alas! Sir, 
what is to become of you and me? What is to becom 
of the church at large ? What is to become W all i 


A 


| the latter, dear Sir, I h ope we 
interested, although we do not see ev ahn | 

sent. If, through boundless grace, we have 
to know the Lord, we may indulge this pleas 
for it is ritten in the prophet ald) ho be 


ie es of the note in my A on hic 
mad verted with 80 x rel i 

_ 3 intended to show, t 
of a promise, or eee are 

bindin on promiser. 
e that 1 be difficult to $elec 
» would perfectly illustrate my mean 5 
2: rot the following may serve to render the * 
ty 


stipulations 
= DE: no 


more clear, * A. promises, on condition of the fid 


« B. to his and interest, at a certain given period 

to put him in possession of an immense „suffi- 
cient for himself and his heirs for a IE 
The period of B.'s probation expires ; A. is satisfied, 
fulfils his en agement to B. wi; ————hiny 


covenant with him.” 


, than he was in the mere 
nearly the li tin which ie God's 


gere rity? 
a possession ? noma do prepreg 


Did ke promise that iv the Seed of A add gti 


ise was made, and the natioris ore blested in him. Be- 
hold (55d Joh, in addrexoing the tribes of ln this 


should be blessed ? the 8ErD har come to whom the prom- 
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day Lam going the way of all the earth: and ye k 
in all your hearts, and in all your souls, that not d % 
thing hath failed of all the good things which the LGA 
your God spake concerning you : all are come to pass wi.to 
you, and not Tk thing hath failed there Thus 5 
promise was fulfilled, and the promisees put in | 
possession of the good promised. : 
That ' covenant was undoubtedly peculiar to that d 
ation, If it were not to secure its patronage zn 
your of infant baptism, it is conceived, that few, if a, 
would undertake to prove, that the gospel church 
still under the administration of that covenant. 4 
Apostle said to the believing Romans, Le are not und 
the law, but\under grace. If so, how can it be believe! 
that the Christian church is still under the covenant } ' 
circumcision ? This would carry us even back of the Sin-j 
covenant, or ceremonial law, wich which that*cove 
was incorporated, We have indeed thought that r 
were not under the Jewish, but under the gospel Capes 
sation; that we were new enjoying the blessings 1 
grace and truth, as brought by Feeus Chrimt. Bel 0 


55 
— 


that the darkness of Judaism was pant, and that the tr 

light now hin. : 
In my. remarks upon the perpetuity of the covenant,#] 
obgeryed, that God said to Abraham, « My covenant ab. 

be in your fleth,\ for an everlarting covenant.” Hence i 
my Strictures, the mart of circumcision in the flesh was 
considered of equal perpetuity with the-covenant itselk⸗ 
But you reply,” „The « mark of circumcision' is nd? 
said to be an (evexlasting mark; but the mark, if w; + 
mu$t use the word, of an everlasting covenant.” This , 
Sir, is but a mere evagion of the diiculty. Is it ng; 
plain beyond a doubt, that when God said his-covenarts 
. wat in their Herb, he referred to their circumcirion, ant 
to nothing else? Was there any thing belonging to thy 
a covenant that might be said to be in their flesh except; 
ing the talen? Nothing, Sir, that the scriptures inforrs, 
1 us of, | If this token, then, has ceased, can it any longe?< 
. be said that this ever/asting. covenant: it in tbeir fleth f ©. 
Can this be said in truth, of any uncircumcised person 7 
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* Toxhua, xii 14. 
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If circumcision, as you have uniformly reason 
a seal of that everlasting covenant, and essential 0 hs 
validity, i: is difficult to see how the covenant can be 
kept in force without the seal. For, if a seal be neces- 
sary to the validity of an instrument, then that instru- 
ment cannot be valid without the seal. The rainbow, 
for instance, was the token of God's covenant with Noah, 
as circumcicion was of his covenant with Abraham. Sup- 
pose, Sir, that the rainbow should cease, and never more 
appear. Could it be proved, that the covenant respect- 
ing the drowning of the world was still in force? I 
should , to say the least, that the proof would 
be very t. 

The taken of the Abrahamic covenant has lon 
ceased, except with the unbelievers in the Frere 
Christ told the Jews that he was nat come t deatroy the 
Llano, but to fulfil it, I am not to d the 
covenant of circumcision, but to show that it has been 
fulfilled. 

To say that baptism now seals the same covenant, 
which circumcision formerly did, is to atrume what never 
Das, and, we believe, never can be proved, Baptism, to 

my recollection, is never said to be the zeal or token of 
any covenant whatever; but the ante. of a good con- 
rcience towards Gad. Can it with y be said of 
baptized infants, My covenant is in your en ? | Do the 
5criptures any where give the least intimation that bap- 
le mic covenant ? If not, all 
vain man presume to set aside a gal appointed by God, 
and, without divine authority, substitute work # in its 
room ? He that reproveth Gad, let him anower it. 
Indulge me, Sir, to bestow a moment's attention upon 
your last paragraph, and I will relieve your patience for 
the present. In this you are pleased to say . ith- 


e 


still the God of 
72 ) « his xeed, and that 
2 55 


he hath by 
b Probably, Sir, I as firmlz . 4 


« 
1 A”. s 7 | 
4 . 2 & + - 2 
- - * 


also add, I as firmly EC chit he loike 
and Noah, who all lived, and died | 
* St oe nom on 
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cision existed. Nor have I said any thing, either direct i 
or which, by fair implication, can be 9 as 
contrary to such a belief. The pete, 

you meant to have understood as proof th 7 Lees 
God is still the God of Abraham, viz. 2 « one of 40 


friends exultingly said, I had destroyed the — 
covenant,” Who this friend is, I know not, nor 
concerned to know: for I do not hold myself 
dle for what either my friends or my foes may gay. Ne! 
should I have thought, that in a dispute of this 
you would have taken notice of such a va 2 
tion. It was an aphorism of one of the wisest of mei-; 
e nr i dt ene es am 
curge thee ; for—thou thyrelf lile wise Bart cursed others; 


y "3 L.A. A n+ + 4 
TAC Wu 
2 


180 no reason for such a proc 
mi add, I am, Sirg | 


Respectfully your's, 


. — — 
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AE. Arb pt SIR) . 


OUR Xllth Letter of course now contes undd! . 
consideration. And I hope to attend to it with all t 
patience and candour which its importance requires. 

After some introductory remarks, you repeat what 
call your « fourth head of argument,” as stated in 
Discourses ; and to which you add the following 
vations : © In your Strictures, you have said nothin}4. 
as I recollect, directly to this point; but in the this 
section of your Appendix, without any 
guments exhibited to prove that the par- 
is only a continuation, under a new | 
tre- Christian, you attempt to prove that it is not.” |: 

It is true, Sir, I did not take notice, distinctly, of yo 
een to prove the identity of what you call the 


2k 
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and pat Christian church; for I did not consider myself, 
in this section, as writing a reply to your book. 

In this Letter, Sir, you commente your examination 
s to prove the difference between the 
Christian churcher-. But careful though 
Jou have been,” say you, © to keep way! gt hari out of 
Sight——your arguments, in this Section, 
vour directly to meet and answer.. 

My first argument was intented tos show, that the two 
churches © differ es. in their congtitutions.” I stated 
briefly: what I understood to be the constitution of the 
Jewish church, in which it was considered to consist of 
those primary laws, by which they were united and 
as an ecclesiastical body, (These laws, 
it was further observed, © contain——the ions 
which constitute the right of membership. It was ad- 
ed, Circumcision holds the first and * 
Place in this system. This formed the di nating 
"line between the members of this church and all others. 
It was the initiating badge of membership; for no male 
of the seed of Abraham, nor any others, could be admitted 
to the privileges of that church without it,” This, Sir, 
is the way in which I explained my meaning, that * cir- 
eumcirion held the firut and mom important place in that 2 
tem. But after detaching the sentence, you have given 
it a very different and widely extended meaning from 
what Th intended. If you will be at the trouble to exam- 
ine it again, you will perceive that it was predicated on 
the sentence immediately preceding, viz. the i 
tions which constitute io right of membership. 

That the force of my statement may be 8 
you will permit me to ask, Whether - Jobs or Melehize. 
deck, or-any. other person, however — 14 
could have been admitted to the sp 
thar e without being circumcised? | I 
could not. It must — have been 
— — considered its 
my statement is seen in its fair co lam perzuad- 
ed it will-advbe-concured. 29 erroneous Had you con- 
sidered it candidly, in the light which . it to be 


| _ tokens "you might have «peed all ae and" * Vf 


of my” 
Jewish 
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that Abraham, and ome of his pogteriey; were 5 
blessings more important than 
Your next attempt is, to 99 ello 
following statement in my Strictures, viz. to consti Fe 
a perzn x complete member of the dern ch 5 
quired nothing more, than to be bought w 
money, or born of Jewish parents, and to be tircur 
« 'This, Sir,” you reply, 4 is an assertion, which I beli N 
can never be proved !” If it were doubtful in 5 
mind, Sir, why did you not disprove it? You have Fi 
2 fair opportunity, and made a very laboured, but {ung fe 
cetsful attempt. You have, to — sure, asked a great m4} 
questions, and told us what you « believe,” and what 15 
do 575 believe ;” but all this is very far from dispn# 
ing the fact POR 
2 But bees say you, © by a complete 'S 
you did not mean a true member, but only a persor v 
bly entitled to all the external rights and privileges g 
the church.) This is a distinction that the gospel knit ws -. RJ 
nothing about. A man that is — © >> 
7 — * to all the external rights and privileges of | 
church,“ must be, as far as we are able to jud a 
*« true member.” Whenever we have sufficient 
to prove that he is not a true member, we have su 
evidence to deprive him of his « external privilege 
Hence I am willing to 47 (for I wish to be explicit) tilt 
by a (c e member, I meant one who, by the c: 
stitution of the Jewish church, had a lawful visible stal H- 
ing in it, and had a right to all the privileges and imi i- 
nities of such a standing. . 
Your attempts to embarrass the subject by the ab. 
unjust ifiable distinction between a complete member 
a true one, is a difficulty entirely of your own 
And as you have asked a great many questions rela 
to it, you will have the Sir, to indulge 1 40 
ask one, and I wilt then pass on. My question is 12 
ply this, Whether a person who is © 2 complete me 
the Ta church, under your pastoral care, is Kg 
in your view, a © true member ?” If you thould )Þ- 5 
oer in the Mr we must content ourselves 0 
I 2 7 
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main ignorant eee ben, 


do us. 

It is really gurprising, Sir; to me, that you chould not 
have perceived, that all your arguments to prove that more 
was required, in order to mem in the Jewish 
church, than was allowed by me, « go wi of the point. 
They only serve to show, that ee 
and on di t occasions, repeated his ements to 
the whole nation of Israel, to obey his But 
this can no ways affect the in dispute, unless it 
can be „that this was previously requir- 
ed in order to — 

But, Sir, your scripture proo 1 
chat must end the strife, “ shall now be more particularly 
considered. Different as the forms might be, 
you, « there was, nevertheless, a public profecyion, a 
and formal content to the covenant, necessary to complete 
4 membership under the former dispensation as under the 


present. Accordingly, in the xxxim of Deuteronomy, 
we have on record a standing order to this effect.” What 


can be plainer than all this? This standing order,” 
you predicate upon a transaction recorded in the xxix/- 
s That d this is wholly irrelevant, will sufficiently 
appear from the following considerations :—First, the 
covenant; as it is called, which the people of Israel were 
here called upon to keep, was. not the covenant made 
— — but one now to be made with 
themselves. It reads thus; These are the wwords f the 
covenant which the Lord commanded Mores ro MAKR with 
the children of Hrael in the land of Moab, berde the cove- 
nant which he made with them in Horeb.* But had the 
Abrahamic covenant been the one intended in the above 
text, it must still be evident, that this transaction was 
not in the remotest sense intended as the criterion of 
To deny this, would be i 
Por Mens wi Yen hd 
For Moses e stand all 
— — 

— co with ALL THE MEN of 
none of these, Sir, « complete member?" hie And 


* Deut, Aix. . 
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aan as your proof that they. 1 
22 e l under the former dispensa z 5 


e that the whole Commonwealth of! — 
chusetts made a public profession of religion, — 


Delegates in Convention, in the Bill of KR | 
declared A . public 9 to — Sud. — 
to the « 8 of civil government, and t. — 


1 h 4 
83 another diſheulty, and one Thich must L 
| oo to your argument, is yet to be noticed. If « aY 
lic profession, à public and formal consent to the e 
nant [were] necessary to complete membership undi che 
former n,“ as you assert to be the case 4 
if the tribes, When assembled on the plains of 1 
made this public profession ; then it unavoidably fo. 
that their LYTTLE the atranger that was in their 5 mp, 
with the beavers of word, and drawers of water, all n 55 A 
public profession, and were all made « complete 
bers “ *** this eee too — and 80 — PC 
ment. ; 
To the above transaction you refer as a « 
order,” for completing the membership of such 
to come into full communion with the Jewish 
But can any qualifications be perceived in a | 
of the congregation collected on the plains of Moal i 
ferent from those stated by me? Had their Lin ones 
any thing more to constitute them members, 1 
they were born of Jewish parents, and 
Or do you suppose they gave their « formal conan to 
the covenant,” by proxy ; by means of zen: ; 
god-mothers, as some Pædobaptists have admitted in fz 
in later times to baptism? 5. 
The passage which you have quoted from Deut. Kxi. 
9 iz. as standing 1 Ko church, reqy:#a: 
a public profession in all who were to be considers 
complete members,*is conceived to be wholly irrele ur 
It only proves, that « Moves wrote this law, (not tt 5 
brahamic covenant) and delivered it unto f 
0 I ny bare the ark of the e 


| | | 
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of the Lord, and unto all che elders of Israel. And 
Moses commanded them, $a At the end of every 
seven years, in the solemnit of the year of release, 
in the feast of 1 _ <4 

ar before the Lord thy „ in the which he 
A ee thow that esd do low betene all Iersel in 
their hearing.“ Really, Sir, I should suppose a man 
must a very luxuriant imagination, to see in this 
direction, — Levites to * read the law 
before all Israel, once in seven years, a * standing or- 
der,” requiring « a 1 formal consent 
0 n, with a view to com- 
pee the abend of ach 3 had. been circumcivd 


F (for such I feel a 
pleasure in calling it) to a very great length, in saying, 
that «in this public profession, in thus venally and 
olemnly - consenting to the covenant, . severally 

engaged to walk after the Lord with all the hart.. Re- 
markable assertion | Do you believe, Sir, that 
the whole nation of Israel, including their /tle aner, did 
pertenally engage — Lords. If indeed you 
do, I man Jeave/you to enjoy. your opitio® 3 but I must 
be indulged to say, that I can see no evidence of it in the 
_ proofs you have exhibited. 

From the quotations, which we have thus briefly no- 
ticed, you exultingly to ask, But was there in 
al this, Sie, nothin more than being bought with Jewish 
money, or born of Jewish parents, and circumcised ?” 
I readily answer, there undoubtedly was. But the ques- 
tion. is, What is this to the point ? "Was all this 
as a pre- requisite for ? God enjoined 
Abraham to walk before him and be perfect ; * — 
no person be a complete member of the Jewish church 
17 whose walk deviated from perfection? The  qualifica- 

| tions for membership, and the duties enjoined on them, 

: as members, in visible nanding, it must ee eee W 
| — requirements. 

If a 4 public profession, a public and formal consent 
| to the covenant,” as you argue, © were necessary to corn- 
6 8 * then cis. te 
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reagon, infants could not CR nor entitled t 
privileges and enn W were secured to otł 

ac, | Thi the to be this: Tee 
—.—— . 2 before the Lord on the p 
Moab, vere complete members of that church t 
far as we have any 2 and a consi 
part were not such donne Hom your argument b 
rect. 

Vour argument pecting the relation that « cir 
cised children” stood in to the church, as being 8 
gens to that in which children, whose names are enn Ae 
in the public records as born in this Commonwealth arc 
members of the civil community,” appears extrex; 
defective: | For sue = th child is as really a subject 


Ty 
of 
as 


175 


e + 


. — e father, and the law takes c 
of him as s It is true, that during his a 
hol roms under tutors and governors until the time 
ed. for him to exertise the rights of ci - 
Sir, is there any change of 1 — any oath of: gie. 
any 4 formal consent to thg Constitution of the C 
monwaalth. raquired of himy ia order to his bing th 
$dered- a complete member of it? I believe yc 
not pretend that there is. —— 1 
ren were members, in a sense anal 
nothing was _ to complete their membe hip 
. age. child born in this Comme 
and living in it Ho e is twenty-one years old, em 
to all intents a member, even without his « — 22 


2 2 Set can ee it but by leaving the * 


= 
18 
'T I 11 , * 


ship; ng forth fruits meet 
ESE met for 
ber., Were not t very persons, 
88 [the Jewish church? 


he had been admitted into that church with all their ac- 
cuttomed fornualities ?- I now ask, Did Philip require 
nothing more of him than what had been required in 
order to admittance into the Jewish church? If he did, 
your reasoning is wholly refuted. 

I have not been able to perceive, that either repent- 
ance, or faith in the Lord Jesus Christ, or even a profes- 


Sion of them were required by the ancient di ion 
in order to complete membership in the Jew! church. 


But no person, not even a descendant of Abraham, has 
reer 
plicitly making a profession. To deny would 
be equally as absurd as to deny, that faith in the Lord 
Jesus Christ is essential to constitute a man a Christian. 
As we now live under a 4 different dispengation,” 
which, as has been shon, requires qualifications for 
membership essentially atffercur from! those required 
— Srray oe 1 and as there is also an 
essential « difference in the r forms 
of the church, it is by no means clear to us, that “the 
church is the same; or that the Jewish church was the 
ancient Zion which God promised to male an eternal ex- 
cellency, and the joy of many generations, as noticed in the 
close of your Letter. . 

It may be for a moment to inquire, what is 
meant by the term Zion. The word, as used in the sa- 
cred scriptures, has several different $ignifications, At 
first it signified no more than the strong hold of Zion, 
which Dxvid took from the Jebusites, (See 2 Sam. v. 
7.) As the temple was afterwards erected upon this 
mountain or hill, it was hence called, by way of emi- 
nence, the holy mountain, or holy hill of Zion. And as 
the tribes assembled here for their worship, the house, 
and at h, the people, were, by a common figure of 
speech, called Zion. The term in prophetic language 
has a still 
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| till more extended signiſication; and is sometimes 
used to signify all the spiritual worshippers belonging to 


＋ 2 n E Tn — 2 * 
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2 he to 7 ny 
the mount that nig 
Ws. but ye are jk.” bs Mount Sion, and unto the cit 
living God, the 2 Jerdralem, &c. meaning ne 9 
* mount Zion, (for this might be as easily tor. 
as mount Sinai z) but the spiritual church-state fer 
the gospel dispensation. 2 
Is it not manifest also, that the Apostle, in his a : of 
ing Hagar and Sarah, had reference to th 
Jewish church as it then existed, and to the true x 
church as existing at the same time, but as entirel 
tinct from it, as Hagar, Abraham's maid-servan 
from Sarah his true and lawful wife ? The frat, b 
angwereth to Jerusalem, that now is, and is in bondagi 
: her children. 2 uialem which is above, is free, bich 
9 is the mother Fas All who ? I should sup 


7old 
1 
22 
was 


aan 4 All true beljevers, and none else. f 
£ If Jeruzalem and her children, in this allegory, di) not 
jt mean the Jewish church, as distinguished from the gf 5pel, 


it is difficult to see the propriety of the Apoetle's 18 
ing. And if, like Hagar and her von, this ©; 
her children were to be cagt out from the gospel ci 
and its privileges, it is totally inconceivable hom 
should be one The church is not the dai 
of the earthly Jerusalem, but of the heavenly. Jeri d 
ae * 1 above, is free, which i is the mother of ws all. 7 

| We hence $ce, that the gospel church is not det 
P ed from the old J w_ Ferusalem, but from the heat ly 
j or, in other words, is of heavenly origin, being 1, 
from above. * zi. 3)+' 


| * Gal, iv. 
tells us) 2 
duo testamenta. | 
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Lou will perhaps, to ward off the force of my 

ze me again, 2s . 

y of the 4 ancient Zion of 

OST . 8 
; my t 

it woul im to $ubscribe to 

own: conscience. | 


y your's, &c, 
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LETTER xm. 


REV, AND DEAR SIR, 


A HAVING in my last, considered the evidence' ex- 
hibited by you in favour of your position, that under the 
Jewish dispensation « a public profession, a public and 
formal consent to the covenant,” was required in order 
to complete membership in that church; I now with 
pleasure proceed to some remarks upon your XIIIth Let- 
ter. In this you attempt to destroy the force of the ar- 
guments which I brought to prove the gospel church to 
be distinct from the Jewish. 
. My second 3 was stated as follows: The 
Jewish church in every stage of it was national, but the 
pel church is selected Pos, particular. To this ou re. 
ply, * the fact is simply this: . "For two thousand years 
from the ning to the call of Abraham, the church of 
God, built upon the first Go8yPEL PROMISE, Was contin- 
ued in the domestic or family state. In the days of 
Abraham, a new dispensation commenced. From that 
era, for about two thousand rn non the Lord was 
80 to order it in his speci . ee ce that his 
still 8 on the same 9 prumite, but more 
clearly | ealed, ould dwell compactly together; and 
being in Situation, they were * associated in 
pl civil as well as ecclesiastical capacity. Their civil state, 


i dome ws a mo ecclesiastical state was 


* 
8 or? N 2 » 
Wh 257 8 n 
4. <5 2 CES „ 
5 r 


1 
3 1 
26" «C4, i . 
e * 1138 k 


LETTER XN. 


This, Sir, is your statement entire, respecting RT 833 
Christian church, as ybu call it, in opposition to w 
had attempted to support. But how does this prove t 
the Jewish ckurch was not national, and, as such, cles A 
distinguished from pr gospel church? It does 500 
conceive, prove itat a i 

But to examine the cudject more particularly: 66 1 r 
two thousand years,” you observe, « the church was hy; 
family or . state; and that this church was big 
upon the first gacpe l promi te. If built upon this pro 4 
Sir, it must have been n body of true believers; for 9 | 
else ever did build upon this promise. If these believ, rs 
could with propriety be called a visible church, it must He, 
I should suppose, because | they were visibly — . 
gether. For we can no more conceive of a virihle c ; 
without an association of its members, than of a hots 
while the materials for the building are Scattered in 5 
forest. 

But where, Sir, do we find any 7 body of eo 
asgoclated, even in a 4 domestic or family state? Throw! 
that long range of two tliousand years, from Adam? 
Abraham, the Bible exhibits only here and there a 4 
itary individual, unconnected with each other. Ach 5 


that is set an an hill, which cannot be hid. But these bfg 
men were $0 few, and placed at such a great distat 
from each other, that they bore a much greater = 
blance to the few lights which are scattered along an 5 
mense distance of sea- coast, for the direction 8 5 
nighted mariner, than to the collected light of a city. I 
hat do you you mean, Sir, by the church, which you 4 
us, « from the beginning, to the call of Abraham, Ff 
in the domestic or fam ly state ?“ Are we to underst h 
you, that there was in fact any visible, united body of p- 
fessed believers ? or do you mean, what is commonly wo 
derstgod, by the invisible, or universal church, comp i 
in all true believers ? If the latter, I Shall not dispute ne 
point a single 1 7 as it does not in the least aff et 
the agu ent. But if you meant the former, it was da 


tainly incum nt on you, in a matter ot s much im 
tance in this n dare done romething,mpre f Urls 
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merely to assert. Had you made it to appear from the 
sacred scriptures, that aum the period alluded to, any 
| r 
would have had a distant bearing upon er 
l e least. 
With respect to the Jewish church, you inform us, 
« their civil state was one thing, and their eccleriastical 
state was distinctly another.” Here, as in the above case, 
you have left us to find out, if we can, in what sense the 
Jewish church was distinct from the state. ee 
was so, but have saved yourself the labour of Auel. 
I believe it has been the general opinion who are 


conversant in the scriptures, that if ever 3 and state 
were entirely blended 1 Ng nation, it was among the 
and 


Jews under their 7. Were not their ci 
eccleciastical laws, as well as their rulers, every where 
blended ? and were not the violations of,both puniched 
by the same authority ? But to come more directly to 
the point; Was there any body of religious 
among the Jews, which, by divine direction, acted inde- 
of the nation as a civil community? When 
you make this appear from the sacred scriptures, your 
Statement will be admitted, and not before. 

I shall hence consider it as an undeniable fact, until 
the contrary is proved, fey uo pr arm hu rg any 
dispensation, any regular believers united togeth- 
er in visible church eee 
with which they were connected, until the commence- 
ment of the church under the gospel ion. 

To show that the gospel church is distinct from the 
Jewish national church, I asserted, that it was composed 
of none but professed believers.” In answer to this, you 
have thought proper to say; © in the same sense, 
that this is true, with respect to the po- Christian 2 
it is also true, with respect to the pre- Christian.“ I had 
2. thought, Sir, (however some of your brethren may 
believe and practise) that you considered none as 

qualified for church membership, who did not give 
Dai uo farmesy np; pore dt and 


willing subjection to his government, Put,Sir,Imuat give 
up e respecting your orthodoxy, if you 
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sist that the coufession made on the plains of Moab by the. 
whole nation of Israel, including all their infants, wagtth 
same for substance as that which was required of «i 
converts in order to join the apostolic church ; and t 
sequently the same as you require, in order to admit jo 
INT under your 2 4 In the forme 
case, certainly a considerable proportion of the nation mus 
have profesged by proxy, * all. If this be adm ted 
as gospel rule, why may not the r e 4 
nation make a profession for the whole ? 


It may be proper here to just to notice, what ot hee 
* to say, I have « explicitly conceded.” In * 
e out that the members of the Jewish chiach 
e 


7 


nad 3 of the same import of that whi 
eee ou * attempted to make ot 
owledge the „though in direct contradi of 
the sentiment I was endeayouring to support! *#As 
difficult (sy you) as it may be to reconcile the cot Fe- 
Sion with the gen yore Newer of your book ; yet you ur- 
self have explicitly conceded, 4 the Jetus as a * 
ferred to be hit 270 c it's } people.” TI apprehend, Sir, tt 
is no real difficulty in 23 what you here 
Sider as a 4 concession,” with the general tenor of hy 
book, nor with a denial of your statement of the 87 
ness of profession under the Jewish and Christian 
pensations. Were an intelligent American traf 
inquired of, at Canton or Constantinople, . 
religion of his country, and he should answer, that [$4 
Americans, as a nation, professed to be Christians, 13 
any man not under the influence of strong prejulice 
conclude, that. he meant to convey the idea, 3 
American nation individually made a solemn profet vn 
of their faith in Christ, « the same for substance“ 
required in order to fellowship in a particular ch 
I should certainly suppose not. At any rate, it wal $5 y 
cage to convey this specific idea, — the — * 
der ee acknowledged the true Sod 
concerning the Messiah; that they; in 
ths dense, p to worship God, and to be his 
ple. I will only add one remark more on this hit 
and that js, it must have been obvious to you, thi& i 


| | 
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both places where you suppose me to have conceded 
that the Jews — . — made a profession, I considered 
it in the same general sense only as a hypecritical profes1ion. 
It will hence follow, that, if my words can be tortured 
into à 4 concession,” it will simply amount to this, that 
Christians under the | dispensation, are only re- 


mired to make the same itical profecsion of religion 
_ which the Jews did, who, notwithstanding, could op- 


pose and crucify the true Messiah. 8 
I proceed to consider the manner in which yqu dis- 
pose of my third argument. This was founded on those 


_ - . criptures, © which represent the gospel church, as com- 


mencing at a different period from the ancient church.” 
In explaining that noted prophecy, Dan. xii. 44. in or- 


Ader that it might be clearly seen that I had not explain» 


ed it under the influence of party feelings, I gave it in 


the words of the late Bishop Newton, who could not pos- 


ly be suspected. This quotation is $0 full and deci» 


zie in favour of my argument, that it needs no com- 
ment. In the days of these kings, i. e. one of them, 
chall the God of heaven set up a kingdom, Accord- 


ASE. 2 — 
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ingly (says the Bishop) the kingdom of Christ was tet up 
during the days of the last of these kingdoms, that is, the 
-Roman.” This, you argue, was not the commencement 
of the gospel church, but of the gospel dispensation ! 
According to this argument, the gospel church existed 
centuries before the gospel dispensation commenced 
Is not this, Sir, a very singular mode of reasoning? A 
| church, completely organized, under a ceremonial 
and /egal digpensation ! It the church, from Abraham to 
to Christ, was really the gospel church, what possible 
reason can be assigned why that period should not also 
belong to the gospel dispengation ? I have always thought 
that the church took its name and character 
the dispensation under which it commenced. | 
Tour application of a part of the quotation which I 
made from Dr. Fuller, is of little consequence to your 
argument z as it must be clear to you, and to every 
other person, I should suppose, that the Doctor, dit- 
-ters very materially from you, with respect to that i- 
ritual kingdom which was set up among the Jews. If 
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you will be at the trouble to read the whole of theff 
tation and note, by which he explains his meaning, I 2 
net be satisfied, that his views and yours bj; no 

— 


I have never seen any thing 
writin we eg or eee he 1 


Jepiah and g el churches one, any more than 1 1 
That true are, in some sense, the same, whe 
found among the Antediluvians, before Nair 


or 
vigy or 


among his posterity ; whether among Turkish al 
in ar embodied church state, no one will dis 
But a church, in the common acceptation of the 80 is 
a body of men and women collected together ina els be 
rtate ; at least, this is the only church about whiciz/we 
contend. E 7 | 
In order eben my argument, 7 , you presume tas 
that thou — pg up of the gospel church was '% 
en of by l, as an event then future, it meat 0 
more than the introduction of a new dispensation. eu 
have here made a second attempt to prove, that 4% 
„ concession, strange as it might seem,“ 
ed this same ex n.” Strange indeed Fun- 
les had lost my senses, that I should concede tho h ery 
point I was strenuously opposing. But, Sir, if vof will 
but candidly peruse the page from which you have hae 
the extract, you will see that you have totally mis 
my meaning. Did 1 not connect with the goopel 
sation, * all its privileges and blersings ?'*-- ust r ob- 
vious then, that when I used — term digpencat in, 1 
meant to include every thing connected with, and Wes. 
ing to it. 

7 o suppose that the prophecy, that in the days 6; LH 
linge, the Ged of heaven hall cet up a kin — Sec. Pie 
no more than « the commencement 
tion,” without a kingdom peculiar to elf is 
ment which never entered my imagination. ; 

By what you „in the very next page is this 
Same Letter, it seems plain that you understood ny in a 
different light from what you have represented me Move. 
* Doubtless (s2y you) no Christian believes, tag „Habe 


El 
„Page 400. : | þ 
K 2 


4 
FA 
, 


*. 
* 


106 LEITER XIII. 


ors and hypocri 
harisees, are fit subjects for the 
But is it not a melancholy fact, that many such there are, 
even in the visible gospe/ 4 As this was said by way 
of concession to my argument, it is plain that you under- 

stood me to mean, by the gospel kingdom, the hel church 
as well as dispensation. The Scribes and Pharisees, and 
all other sinners, are fit subjects of the latter as thus dis- 
tinguished, but not of the former ; that-is, they are not 


excluded from the gospel as a dispensation of mercy, but 


have no right in the church. 

The next thing in this Letter, which demands consid- 
eration, is, the manner in which you dispose of an objec- 
tion which I made in the following words: It would be 
an insult upon the understanding of men to attempt to 


maintain the two opposite points, that new- born infants. | 
must be admitted to membership in the Christian church, 
and that the church was — not of this world but 
a spiritual body.” To this you reply, « But do I mistake, 
or is it in fact true, that the same Diving PRRSON, who 
said, My kingdem ts not of this world ; also said, Suffer 
Lane children, and forbid them not to come unto me, FOR OF | 


SUCH is THE KINGDOM OF HEAVEN.” 


I. have no doubt, Sir, but it afforded you much self- 
complacency to think, chat by one potent blow you had 


so effectually silenced my objection. What a happy 
thought! How exactly apposite to the cage !—But, 
Sir, men that are accustomed to reasoning as you are, 
will not certainly be led by mere sounds, as you suppose 
me to have been in a former case; but will examine a 
question in all its bearings, so as to be satisfied, that 
the answer is conclusive, If the words of our blessed 
Lord, as quoted by you, go to refute the statement which 
I made, must be 2 in the following light 
namely, «« new-born infants are SPIRITUAL perions, 
and, for this reason, belong, or have a right to the king- 
dom of heaven.” But, Sir, this would prove too much for 
vou; for you do not allow even the infants of believers to 
be members of the Christian church, that is ele mem 
ders, entitled to all the privileges of the church.“ It is 
P. 59, 6% 
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true, that in my statement, I did not EE in- 
fants of believing parents from others, for I cons ii 
them to be horn ter the flesh as really as others.“ 
Sir, your application of the auge involves some fy; 
difficulties. If any 2 
rituel, they must fall enn chat state, or they can ha | 
need renewing by the Spirit of God. Do you, my. 
Sir, teach the children of your charge, even such + 
scend from pious parents, that they were born in 2 — 
world in a i itua i state, and therefore qualified for ckgrch 
membership? That they need only to persevere bat 
epiritual condition in which they commenced the {;reer 
of life, and they will be sure of the kingdom of heron? 
cannot think you do. From your sentiments, F im- 
agine it probable, that you sometimes lead such chi 
to guppose, that they stand in a more favoured siti 
than others; that God is tome way bound to th, if 
baptized, in a sense that he is not to others: but 3 
all, 1 conclude you treat with them, not as spirituꝶ 
song, but as Sinners, which need the power of reny "Jing 
grace, as well as all others. By your permission, ir, I 
will take the liberty to vary my statement a little and 
submit it again to your consideration. A man w 
believe that infants-are born in a state of gata i de= 
frayity and, at the same time, maintain that they +5 
a Spiritual condition, and so fit for the kingdom of - 
ven, can find but little difficulty in believing transuſ 
tiation, or any other absurdity.” ; 
IJ hope, Sir, I feel a sacred regard for the decl 
of Christ, mentioned above; but I can never cc: boi hs an 
application of it which contradicts both scripture ane*] 
I have only to notice the manner in which you Hose 
this Letter) and I will then dismiss it. « Hithert{5{say 
you) we have found in your arguments, {far d ut 
call them,) nothing of the least avail to your point. 
this I have but one remark to make; If it be su- 
insupportable tax upon your candour, to allow m rea- 
zonings to be deserving of the name of argument, ye are 
at liberty to call rays by any other name you may Al 
more proper. N 
| I am, dear Sir, yery respectfully, * 


Pin 
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KEV. AND DEAR six, 

I PROCEED, now, to a consideration of| 
XTVth Letter. Your first object in this, is to get of 
the evidence from my 4th and last argument, to 
prove that the and Christian churches are not the 
same. This evidence was drawn from * facts recorded in 
the New Testament, and went to prove that the gospel 
church and Jewish were distinct. Here, Sir, you very 
«-zeriously” tell us, If it would not have the appeat- 
ance of burlesque, (it is best, to be sure, to save appear- 

ances,) e and would my limits permit, I should be strongly 
inclined to transcribe the whole which you have thought 
proper to offer under this head, as a sample 

and manner of reasoning.” I could 
my heart, you had transcribed it entire; 

hve gen your i di view of ule, one of 

. I think they will rarely find in 
your book: owever strong your fears might have 

m the — lest your remarks should have the 
«« appearance of burlesque, it is evident, they had pretty 
much subsided before you had finished your two enen! 
ing paragraphs. 

As if, r request, to examine care · 
fully the third chapter of Matthew, you ask, *« And what, 
Sir, shall we find in the third chapter of Matthew ? 
Why, r 
and that Jerus was baptrzed of Fohn ar These, 
say you, * are the nmple facit to which you are pleased 
to call our attention, as proof, that the church under the 
present dispensation, *is totally distinct and independent 
of* the ancient Jewish church le And then exclaim, 
« gtubborn facts indeed!“ 

By your management, Sir, you have concealed from 
your readers entirely, what J endeavoured to make plain 
to mine. Not indeed the « simple facts,” that . 
preached in the wilderness of Judea, and | 


at Jordan, (Tou did not mean, I suppose ix "hey 
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tized in Ae it world have been said, that he wel? 
traightwway our or THE WATER.*) The simple 
contained in this chapter, considered by themselves, J 
never supposed to prove the point for - which they 8 
adduced ; but were necessarily to be considered 
680 of a series of facts, which, taken together. - 
ford, in my judgment, ample proof of the point in & 
tion. This chapter, Sir, was particularly fixed upon 3 
cause it contains the first visible operations of the;zew 
dispensation, It presents us with the harbinger of Ch 
crying in the wwilderness, agreeably to ancient propitizy 
Prepare ye the way of the Lorid, make his paths 2 18 . Ie 
informs us ae of his doctrine and baptism 
of the place where, a . the manner in which our ble ed 


Lord himself was baptized. | Arid as you allow, Sins” ed 
a new dispensation (if not a new church) was now 
mencing, it is easy to see, that much more depende 3 
the account given in this chapter, than the « simple ts 
that John preached in the wilderness of Judea, an 3 . 
tized Christ at Jordan.” 1 1 
Your observations in regly to what I said respeg ing 
John's authority, &c. I pyss unnoticed, exceptinga 
following. Lasked, Was there any institution, or 9 
custom in the Jewis| church, which required Johꝰ to 
baptize his converts in Jordan ? You are pleased the 
$wer by asking, And was there any institution, or Sen 
custom in the Jewish church, which Tequired Ezra tis 
tablish synagogues for divine worship in all parts of 
dea?“ I must freely confess, Sir, Lknow of none 3+ — 
did I know before, that a divine institution was. 
thought necessary tq authorize the building df a 
gogue, any more than a school-house. What an 
4 ishing association of ideas | The building of a syna 
5 contrikted with the divine institution of baptism 
$f a happy thought ! « Is this argument, Sir ?” 255 
2 After placing before your readers the principal I 
which J brought, tq show the manner in which Cx 


first collected his gospel church together, you ey 
suppose, that I have incautiously made another cole 2 
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Sion, which you notice in the following manner. « Really, 
Sir,” say you, « I supposed it was your opinion, that the 
« gospel church” commenced three or four years prior '" 
any of these facts,” under the ministry of John.“ 
moment's recollection, Sir, would have relieved you be 
your surprise. For you will observe, that 4. facts 
commenced with el ministry of John. It is true, 1 
have really supposed, and do still suppose, re 
pel 3 8 with John's ministry, and 
baptism belonged to this dispensa- 
1 ee that either I, or my breth- 
— ever contended, that the . gospel church? was orgun- 
ized before the commencement of the personal ministry 
2 Co As far as I recollect the general Long apa 


the Baptists, t „ 
e the face of the Metiiab, and making * oppor 

22 which, under his immediate direction, were 
brought into an organized state. 

From facts recorded in the New Testament, after the 
most careful examination, I was led to the conclusion, 
that Jesus and his disciples, composing the New 'Testa- 
ment church, stood totally unconnected with the old 
Jewish church.” To this you are pleased to reply: « We 
had understood, that Jesus taught those who followed 
him, that as the Scribes and Pharitees dat in More? eat, 
what they caid was to be ob5erved, though their works were 
not to be approved.” This is your proof, Sir, that Jesus 
and the Scribes and Pharisees were in union ! But if 
Christ here meant to teach his disciples to eb5erve and d: 
what the Pharisees tau E they sat 
in Moses seat; I should be glad to be informed what he 
meant, when he told them to beware of the leaven of the 
Pharizees,* which the disciples afterwards eng At to 
be their doctrine. Or why he should say of them, 
them alone, they be blind leaders of the Minty 5 Did ke 
mean to have his followers led by guides? I am 
rather inclined to think, wi De! ih, th by capt Bray 

in Moses sent, « the 
en, I am 
reer 


Matt. xvi. 6, 13. and Mark vii. 15. + Matt, xv. . 
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that wo u 2 are heaped on the Scribes and Ph . 
sets, for wo 0 5 
Whatever proof Do 
stood in 75 relats to the Scribes and Pharisees, 
entirely done away in| what he said immediately 25 
when addressing these very characters. Reflect, my de 
Sir, 1 you, a moment on this pointed oh, 


A er ye . that © are entering to go i 
Did Christ mean to in$rruct his followers to obere 
do according to the religious instructions of these bas 
ecclegiastics, who would neither enter into his | kings 
dom themselves, nor suffer others to enter, i = 
possibly hinder them? I should certainly suppose 4 
would acknowledge the contrary. | 
From any fair construction, then, which may be put 15 
on the above passage, I conceive no can of 
drawn in favour of a union between the and Jeu 
ish church, any more than between Christians and P;:\ 
gans; because aul e xhorted the former to obey magi trat 
stiling them God's ae; although they were : 
idolaters, | ts | 
You are pleaged to add, as further proof of this 
« that both "he (Christ) and his disciples, conan = 
tended on the e worship, on the solemn 
of the church 8 &c,” Really, Sir, it 
to me, you are in a likely way to prove much more tl 
you wished to do. If your observations prove any : 
they prove, that Christ and his disciples held communiox;y 
not only with * the ound part, thoce who were Jews he . 
wardly,” hut with that 15 as a visible body, and th: 
too in its most corrupt State ! To what astonishin g lengths 
you seem willing, Sir, to go, in order to try to carry y 
point ! But such efforts as these will only serve to re 
der your. theory more suspicious with every conacieyy 


tious person. 
That Christ frequently taught in the Jewish We | 
gogues e readily . but did this prove thi: 
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he acted in union with their church? Did they, as a 
church, ever receive and acknowledge him as a teacher 
sent from God ? Or did he, on any occasion, give them 
visible fellowship as a true gospel church? Paul and 
Barnabas went into a synagogue in Antioch in Pisidia, 
on the Sabbath-day, and after leave was granted them by 
the ruler, they addressed the people. But does this 
prove that the Apostles considered the Jews of that syn- 
agogue as a branch of the Christian church? As this 


das upon the Jewish Sabbath, might it not be urged, 
with equal propriety, to prove that the Apost 


les still re- 
garded the seventh day as the Christian Sabbath? That 
the ceremonial law had not entirely ceased until the 
death of Christ, no one pretends. It was therefore to be 
expected, that both he and his disciples would pay such 
attention to the solemn feasts enjoined by that law, as the 
then state of things rendered proper. But can you prove 
that Christ and his disciples ever celebrated those feasts 
in union with the Jewish church? Is not the contrary 
apparent? Does not the manner in which he celebra- 
ted the last passover before he suffered, afford sufficient 
proof on this point? Here we behold Jesus, with his 
disciples only, in an upper room, celebrating the paschal in- 
stitution for the last time. No member of the Jewish 
church was a participant with them. 

That some of the professed followers of Christ retain- 
ed, under the gospel dispensation, some things that were 
purely Jewish, and that too after they were abrogated and 
ought to have been left, must be acknowledged. Thus 
some of them contended for circumcision. Paul con- 
zented to purify himself in the temple; in compliance 
with the injudicious advice of some of his brethren, If 
the Apostles could get an opportuaity to preach the gos- 
pel to their brethren according to the flesh, who were 
strongly prejudiced against this new doctrine, by going in- 
to their synagogues, they readily went. But no fair infer- 
ence can hence be drawn, that the Jewish and Christian 
churches were united. 

Passing-over a number of things which are evidently 
incorrect, I hasten to consider your remarks upon a very 
important point in this controversy. In my Appendix, 


. 
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it is said, that the edobaptizts « uniformly 
that the Jewish and Christian churches are the sat 


and that the is n 1 ths 


former : hu never shown us when, — 
or ho the latter e 3 
and it is believed that 17 never can. They have 

ed wholly to step over 


To this you reply with peculiar emphasis 15 if 
was it possible, Sir, for zuch an assertion to drop x 
your pen? Have we not constantly shewn ot ge 
enant of the church, under the ancient dispensation, 5 
under the present has been always the same «Ye 
have conetantl asgerted it. But this, Sir, you A; wer 
een question: that 4 3 
mean, as you undoubtedly do, the Abrabamic cov 

op proceed That the N has, in all ages 

built an the came foundation f . Apeatles —_ 
Fetus Chrigt bin being * chief cor ner- tone Not xe 


all to the . Ir only proves, that believers in te 


ages t d 's covenant, under that dis be 
5 since it 15 
hopes upon sure foundation; but gives 1 
more evi cas ion of the two churches in des 
pute, than | . 


were united, — 2 1 
Jesus Christ and his 


nuing your reply, 
vou add, & When the thiddle wall of partition. was bre 


les. 


do tun, the (Gentiles becam fellow-heirs — God's ancie 
people, and of the tame body and pattakers of the 

Chrigt in ile mol b you have aig ky, 7 
difficulty, and given us parts of two passages of Seri pra; 
wap 4c, 4 N in order to carry your p 


* examined, they fail of affording 0p 1 
8 ee 2 of this quotation stands thyg: 
Fa 'or he ir ter hath made bath one, and hath + 
doapn the mi e avall 175 ition between . Now, 4 
to make this text gay qne word in favour of your arge 
ment, it must mean that the «wall of partition between $+ 
Jewish Waka eee as zuch, and the Gentile ch. 
| 5 Eph. ii. 14. . 


L. 
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verts, was broken dotun; w | the fact to be, that 
it was only so between bel; Jews and believing Gen- 
tiles, without any reference to OT rata 

a vast majority still kept up this f teparatiqn 
The other passage stands San: chat the Gentiles chauld be 
irs, and of the SAME BODY, and partalers of his 
promize in Christ, by the geapel.* Nothing in the con- 
text, it is conceived, will justify the conclusion, that by 
the lame body, the Apostle meant or had any allusion to 
the old Jewish church ; but rather the body of believ- 
ers, which he calls a new man. Having, saith he, abol- 
iched in his flech the enmity, even the law of commandments, 
contained in ordinances, for to make 1N HIMSELF OF TWAIN 
ONE NEW MAN» And that he might reconcile BOTH unto 
Gad, Id ONE BoDY BY THE CROSS, having lain the 
enmity thereby. After a few observations more equally 
irrelevant, you come to your conclusion, and ask, « An! 
is there nothing in all this, Sir, which shows when, 
how, or where the p9-7-Christian church was connected 
with the pre-Christian ?” Reaily, Sir, I must beg you to 
excuse my dulness; for, I assure you, that I can see 
nothing „ in all this“ which 2mounts to the least degree 
of positive proof. I must «till say, that it appears to me, 
you either do not see the true ground of the objection, 
or that you are um fairly to meet it. 

« Have we not, ay you, constantly she wn, that the 
covenant of the church under the ancient dispensat ion, 
and under the present, has been always the same ?“ And 
may I not reply, Have ue not as constantly shewn 
you, that the gospel is founded upon a new and 
FR emer on better promises 

our ar t, Sir, proceeds this s ition, 
rer Jewiah ch 
had become corrupt, there was nevertheless a minor part 
50 considerable as to be called the obwroh, and with this 
body, which still remaining a visible church, Christ and 
. * Eph. Ml. 6. 
+ But the Apostle tells us, chat the of the cross to the 
ews was a ﬆtumbling-bluck, and to the Greeks foolichness. How bc- 
vhs rere 


_ 
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his Apostles united. I n Sir, you will not dispi. 0 
the fairness of this he Lon It onty remains then, Fx 


you to shew from the hful records of the | 
this body of believers, which existed and acted: a:ja 
church, and with which vou and your brethren ell; {8 
the new converts, made during the 2s 
Christ, united. Do this, and our objection will be cd. 
pletely silenced. If it be a fact so notorious as you p 
tend, that there was such a visible body, why is it not © 
cernible ? Do, Sir, be so good as to point us to the 
ter and verse where we can find the account, and ex- 
ine it for ourselves. | If the disciples and follower! We; 
Christ did unite with such a body of pre-Christi gs 


you tell us they did, 5 e should be singularly 


you would show us the sacred history, the g 5 
where, the time when, and the manner of their thus i- 
ting, It cannot be admitted as an answer, | 
to tell us, That the covenant and of the che = 
have in all ages been the same; or that the ng & 
Gentiles were grafted into the ame olive, from wich 
the unbelieving Jews bad been broken off. We bit . 
right to expect np more explicit, before we pg 
the 1 

[| proceed, Sir, erb the very serious cha 85 
have brought a me respecting the Jewish chy 
That your readers might be duly Fprogured to judy + 

te 7 case 7 saying as 1 


fee Ude, 3 regret, 5 85. if I were . 
a 2 eee had d from my pen, wk 35 (by 
2 fair construction might am— 

to the ns coven —— church of God. 125 
was further from my heart 5 nor can I believe that +4 

did public will judge, that f have d that c 
merely because I have given a delineation of its, 
and imperfections, as 222 in the scriptures. 


In order to support the above char wy bse e 
readers with a number of quotations 
most of them, howeyer, so interpolated and 1 to 


convey a meaning di ferent from what I intended. *? 
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quotations are thus introduced: « You think 
give * readers to understand, that the [os 
ning T suppose the Abrahamic) did not contain 
pr e Spirit, but * ws only outward in the 
A norwithernd.ng the Apostle's declaration, that 
rcumeidion War of the Sort." That the reader may 
adde of {lb fairness of your reasoning, I must ask his 
indulgence to place before him the passage entire, as it 
stands in my book. After quoting at large Jer. xxxi. 
= 4.10 d, © This new covenant was establish- 
Better promites than those contained in the cov- 


ow 


— of circumeigion. God did not engage in that, the 

rene wing influe s of the Holy Spirit, to pur his /aw in 
their inward parts. That covenant was outward in the 
flerb, this is inward, the law written upon the heart, In 


this new covenant, the very leart knows the Lord, In 
that, many 


who were the greatert in office and power 
1ew not the Lord. In the sentence you have pretend- 
d to quote from me, you have taken the liberty to 


Fol ch very arterial alters the sense. T Sai 4 


that covenant was outward in the flesh.“ Tou quote 
me as , it ewas only outward in the flesh. In my 
statement I had reference to the declaration of God'him- 


self. Gen, xvii. 133 And my coveront SHALL vs IN 


YOUR FLESH, for an everlasting covenant, 

But what proof have you exhibited, Sir, that in this 
statement T have 4 degraded the ancient eovehant and 
church of God? Why undoubtedly the most clear and 
unequivocal i. e. © the Apostle's that cir + 
cumeivion wwas of the heart.” To give the Apostle's s words 

| nt, they must mean, 'That 
had the $i 1 circumeisjon 


N 


For 
the no ee xr yp yea aut ALL - hall now 
me from of t unts r *. he 
Lorg.* Did Y ho, uh gent ow a 


* to y, that circuvicitlon . gen · 
ad | of the heart ? If 80, I think you 


* Mr. Scott's. note on this passage, which I ha ven in another 
part of this work, is full to my point. ** | 


2 1 5 , "_ _— a by . lt *% 1 — 
F Wo PL? EE WIEIN 
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have 8 y misrepre N Rap Apostle. If this * 


not N it is Point. 2 
gain, 5 e me ior, ing that there 4 
4 that the the men of Abraham's house were 


tents D e testimony of God that t 

joan I ee pig 25 

ment Si , 8 with opposin | 
be i Firs. 


ly the testi y-of G f. But is it a 
ment? Is 1 iy fact The case as stated ove 
stood in the llowing av After assigning my read 


for m — 919 27 Lene a penitent at the time he 


circu Nor is Thane any more evide- re 
that the men of Abraham's house were penitents, t 
that bs was. In order to prove this —- 
false, and consequently cc degrading to the ancient = 
nant and church of Gd, you. have cited a part of v:} 
was said of Abraham and his household at another. ne 
and upon another occasion. When Sodom was docged 
to destruction, The Lord raid, Shall I hide from Abr um 
that thing which I do ; ſceing that Abraham hall urtiy 
come | a great and mighty nation, and all the nations 7 he 
earth thall be blessed in him ? for I kneto him, that B vill 
command bis children and his household after him, and hey 
(hall keep the way of of the Lord, tb do juitice and\judg od, 
that the SY may bring upon Abraham that which oth 
rpoken of bim.“ This, Sir, if you are correct, ws; 
to take as the textimony of. God,” that all the hen 
% ed. house were true penitents at the Sime 
effftircumcision was instituted ? But will it not al- 
ve, that all Abraham's children and all the 5 of. 
Sh ouse at every wor period of time, were as #ally. 
true penitents, as thoge who composed his .bousche at 
the above period? 1 should suppose this is ratherpnore 
Xi you, would = to proye z but if it does not Igo 
it proves, nothing to your purpose. f 
When instances are sufficient to shom the ino clu- 
siveness of your arguments in support of the that 
God F « 4 ed the ancient covenant and chu h of 
other arguments under this head, [te all 


* Gen. will. ). 19. 5 
L 2 


we! LETTER XIV. 


equally irrelevant, and were it necessary, could be 2s 
easily proved incorrect; but I will not trespass on the 
patience of my reader to do it. a 
In concluding 


vou | er to 
as if such was the er of the ancient 
rally.” - My observations, Sir, generally ap 


ere 
the fullest share of 
? | Speakin 


character, it 


conceive you would not so * often have been lost in 
amazement” when hearing them from our e quarter,” 


as you term it, nor would you have looked upon them as 
Caron agent the ancient covenant and church of 
7 | | | | 4 


On the whole, Sir, whatever light you may have offer 
ed to others, you have failed of producing conviction in 
my mind, of the conclusiveness of your reasoning, or the 
incorrectness „% who 
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1 of infants to baptism, not from the (institution iti 

1 re 
| ilarity in the * nature and design“ of the two institutions. 

If Dr. Emmons has never Gree es pry, vr infant 


ism on entirely different from the above, 
then I have not — of „ incon- 
istency against him. If he has, whose is it? 


1 2: next objected, That + the inmiention of cireum- 
" - cision. was expressly limited, to males.“ 4: This, Sir, 

1 say you, we an at, way we are clearly. 
taught by the Apostle, that the present dispensa- 
tion, this distinction no longer obtains ; for now, there 
is neither Few nor Greek, there is neither bond nor free, there 
is NEITHER MALE NOR FEMALE.” To adopt your own lan- 
guage, Sir, I am often. lost in astonishment,” to see how 
vou handle the word of God, in order to effect your es- 

cape, when cornered by the reasoning of your i ip 
Had you given the sense of the text, as stated by the 
Apostle, it would have entirely defeated your argument. 
The Apostle does not say, that all who are under the 
present digpensation, (which is the principal change you 
allow to have taken place) are without di One ; 
— — exclusively to believers, says, 7 

ng. Nor are we told in the sacred word, 

rogers ion 1s done away any where, but among 
—— — Permit me then, Sir, to ask, * 
seriously believe, that female infants are beli 
Christ ? If so, to make your system ty y _— 
onde wig re Sie <A] "29 


m ©, 


— — Goin ng 1s yg 
your point. I repeat the question, Do you seriously 

lie ve that the Apostle meant to i n | 
. e ur Pg — 3 5 


* Ne e ee 
I hardly think you do, then I ask, w 
awfully perverted the word of God, 33 
hren a relieving vm e the preaure of my argu- 
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3. My — 5 argument was predicated on the 
nb en required by the two institutions. 
clear, chat I did not expect it wor 

di digputed ; e since you have denied the 

my statement, it may be proper to spend a few m Som 
in reviewing it. I said,| the law of circumcision req; 
no previous profesion of faith and repentance, ne: 
in adults nor infants, as a qualification for that ink tu- 
tion j but the gospel pbsitively requires such a proſ Non 
in eber to daptiem, without even an exception in f ur 
This, a (you are pleased 
ging the very qu in dispute. 
you on is eit 
on yours.” | How 
ence, the public, Sir, 


2 — deere 5 


mi rite, conid make . 


ones 
nin; Rr er ception of ; it. If, to avoid this 
difficu ap you ould reply, that you only insisted bat 


nn explicit and cincere profession of religion wat; re- 
quired n order to complete membership” in the ch ech, 
but not 28 a qualification for circumcision; Fr 
charging you with having reasoned Saws >= + I wznle 
ask, ai is this to the point? My argument is us 
«ated : The law of circumcision required no pref pu. 
prof ion of faith and repentance, neither in adult{-4 

infants. Lou reply, In direct opposition to what "wo 
here C 8 

rofersion of r 


at , that an 


vince e þ in order to 
0 co church was ired under the ancient dispÞas; 
is well as under the present.“ In order to; Nr 


ne low wat Soren Caves upon the subject, 
the 0s 0 for eee d 
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for « complete membership“ age: che same. 
But to admit this, will — 4 _ in a stil greater dif- 
ficulty z for you cannot suppose that we have forgotten, 
that you have strenuously contended, that * to be bought 
with Jewish money, or born of Jewish parents, 2 
be circumcised,” were not sufficient qualifications for 
complete menderebis in the Abralumie church. (See 
Lett. xii.) 

As a further confirmation of the point, ( in your fa- 
vourite style, you ask; „ Are you willing, Sir, to have 
it understood, that you are $0 little read on the subject, 
as not to know, that when proselytes would join the an- 
cient church, an explicit pręfection of religion was required 
of them previous io their circumcision N 


I must freely 
oven, Sir, that { am $0 „ n subject, as 
never to have scen any thing like proof of this « explicit 
profession.“ In exposing our i to wise men, 
eee 
a compensation for the sacrifice. 'Yow-ine e e 
Sir, on the subject, that I must beg it as a favour 
you, to inform me in what part of the Bible the proof 
of this explicit profcscion made 2 the proselytes, is to be 
found. It it be there, I have somehow overloo it. 
e ee the 


following account given by — + 4 xii. 46, a: 
% hen a Stranger ball and will 


eee 
then let him come near and keep it ; and he hall be as one 
that is born in the land: for no unci perton hall 
eat x One law chall be to him that is home-born, and 
unto the aur anger that rojournath among you.” I Here, Sir, 
we have the terms on which a ht be m_ 
ted to communion in the Jewish church clearly stated; 
but where do you see that 2 profes- 
sion“ which you tell us of? I have endeavoured to ex- 
amine every other place relating to the Subject, which 
seemed to afford any 7 procpect of evidence f but but I find 
eee 

I do not pretend, Sir, to have read very extensively 


on the subject of Je wih proselyte e baptism. Nor am I 
wholly ignorant of what Maimonides, Rab. OI 
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Dr. |Wall, several others have written on 44 5 
ject: but from the fastidious manner in which 12 
plicitly charge me with the want of information on th 


subject, I should zuppose that you dependeryc 
such authorities for your proof. If, however, you | 
any better, rexpect for our own racer: and forth 
cause of Predobaptism, i should suppose, would inſegce 
you to present it to the public. Till then, in all . 
bility, we must rest in our present ignorance. 7 
y fourth argument, to prove that circumtisionf. did 
not 2 the same — = liñcations as baptism, next 
under your is was stated as follows: 4 0 
male * wought with money, of any age above & 
days, whether a believer or an infidel, whether an 
ator or an atheist, had the same right to circumcisioc, 
the infant seed of his master“ This, Sir,” (you rh 
« in the terms in which you have stated, is not adm 
as correct; and x of it you have not been pleas(t 
offer.” I wppos Sr you mean to be understood; ij 
your not admitting it, is sufficient proof of its i * 
ness, However, A ·˖[˖[7X demanded in support 
above t, I shall only present the reader with-that 
part of the institution on which it was predicated. « And 
he that is eight days old shall be circumcised among fou, 


every ld in your generations, he that is born tx the 
beute, or bought with money of any stranger, which is f 
thy feed. He that ir born in thy — and he that it beyebt 

with thy money, MUST NEEDS BE CIRCUMCISED.”*, It 


will now be referred to you, Sir, to shew the differ-y 
in point *. ixt the slave bought with 4 78 : 
44 born child, in —. to the rite of cir- 
cumcision. 

In cane with Fu foregoing, you have 
forward the following question proposed by me;'viz. 
We ask, and we h pe we $hall have a candid ar, fer, 
When nd where has the right of servants, as &itin- 


yt 
1 
9 '# 


guished — f children, been repealed ?7* To 
which you uch an answer, Sir, can be * 
and I am ed to give it. The right of N 

distinguished ys of children, is repealed, * 


oe. xvü. 1% 13. 


a 


, Greek, 1 nor female, NEITHER FREE NOR BOND ; 
it is not added, there is neither PARENT NOR" CHILD |” 
This, Sir, is your answer, juit as you baton ques) ic ho. 
fore me. 


The promptness with which you have . the 


above question demands my choral acknowledgment 
but by your permission, I must req — _ 


amine the correctness of it. — 
790 opinion Iam ene ese ces you hv 
an undeniable claim to the honour of gi 
to the passage quoted. I have 
commentators in general, that dhe Apostle meant t 

joyed in him, all distinction of nation, condition, or mex, Was 
done away. — — — i 


| r. 

2 — of be ? 
If of bond-men, is it not of free ao, yea; of Jew- and 
Greek, of male and female ? In short, is it not a & repeal 
of the right” of all, excepting that of parents arid children ? 
And in order to secure their right, will you not need the 
—— them $somehow, so that 
tl neither nor female, as these are expres] 

mentioned in ther clause? On the whole, 2 
passage you have quoted will forever remain hostile to 
your scheme, until you can make it appear, that children 
with their parents are ix Cnr * for, saith the 
ye are all oxen CHRIST Jesvs: that is, all believets, 
whether Jews or Greeks, bond or free, male or female; 
and bel ns e EI PIN III jr ae 
by faith in Jesus Christ, they are no more one under the 


gospel dispention, - than th were under the Jewish. 
f ney examined has not the 


mallest bearing upon the question, nor is it at all appli- 


5 
Nen 
dif] 


ö 
1 
| 
* 


Pay declamation,” &c. 


LETTER XV, 125 
cable to it. Confident of having silenced the foregoing 


objections, you $19 your 1 This is pre- 
Sentell in a style, w duch I am, sorry to say, is too charac- 
« Had this, 


teristic of tae EY spirit af your writings, 
Sir,“ ga way yo been duly . — you and your brother 

Merrill would probably þ aye. spared yourselves much 
+ Your brother Merrill!“ 
1 hope, Sir, I may never buch i in being reproached for 
holding in fellowship a Christian brother, so justly es- 


teemed, merely his enemies treat him with con- 
tempt, and endea N to Silence his arguments by sink- 
ing his reputation. 


Your remarks on my. 5th and 6th arguments are not 


deemed of suiicient importance, to require particular 
notice. I will j t observe, however, that after having 


noticed Mr, as above mentioned, you pay your- 
self a very bandsome compliment, by asking, „And do 


you not think, Sir, that it requires no very small stock 


ead and attempt to answer 
ment, one meets at every 


a spirit so unbeco 
the meek and lowly Jesus 


the pro disciples 
Vat the reader will ask, what has put Mr. Worcester's 
ience and „* tq such a severe test? The 
nding Te shall be stated, and the public are at 


of patience and 
a book, in which, 
turn, with the 


ation, t 
dead. of & 


liberty to censure the author with as much severity as 
they may think he deserves. 

After showing } almont total unlikeness of the two 
institutions, it Was «It certainly requires a In 4 
stock of mystical, jevuitical ingenuity, to make an inf 
ence plausible, when the nature, act, and design 
different,'* 
ercise of so much patience and moderation. I will only 
say, Whatever in it may be considered as W se- 
vere, I most heartily retract. 


— 


Your last para — os deserves a. moment's attention 
« Had you peers ir, say you, “that baptism is es- 
"* This ex was: uged with particular reference to the facility 


with which chat —— of men trace out imilarities, and make infer- 
ences. I have somewhere zen it asgerted, that Beilarmine said that he 
could prove the supremacy of the Pope, from the firs chapter of Genesis. 


M 


This is the sentence which calls for the ex- 
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centialy different in irs nature and design from eircun- 
cision, you would have proved something — Until this 
be proved, a hundred « dissimilarities of a merely eircum- 
stantial nature, will avail you nothing.“ If an hundred 
dircimilarities will not prove a thing to be different, it 
must be considered as a very hard task to prove the diſ- 
ference between one thing and another. If a person 
Should insist that Melchizedec and Abraham were one, 
how would you prove, Sir, that they were not ? Would 
you undertake to prove, that the former differed in na- 
ture and genus from the latter ? or, would urge the 
« circumstantial dissimilarities” by which the Scriptures 
distinguish their characters? I am apt to thipk you 
would conclude, that the latter only, would furnish suf- 
ficient proof, 

In closing my remarks on this letter, Sir, I beg leave 
to aufer the following queries for your eration. 

the « nature and design” of baptism be the same 

as circumcision, what e reason can be assigned, 

why it should not be uniformly applied to the same sub- 

jects? Circumcision was limited to males only: * But 

when they believed Philip preaching the things concern- 

ing the kingdom of God, and the name of Jesus Christ, 
they were baptized, both men and women.” 

2. If the «nature and design” of both be the same, 
why should those be baptized who had been circumcised ? 

It is abundantly evident, that the Apostles as uniformly 
baptized Jewish converts, without the least regard to their 
having been circumcised, as they did those who from 
among the Gentiles turned to God. 

3. If the « nature and design“ of baptism be the 
same as circumcision, must it not bind the subjects of it 
to the same duties, and expose them to the same pen- 
alties? « Behold, I Paul say unto you, that if you be 
circumcised, Christ shall profit you e for I tes- 


tify again to every man that is circumcised, he is a debtor 
to do the whole law; Christ is become of none effect 
unto you.“ This, by your argument, must be the case 
with = baptized infant. 
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Baptism is. 4e nat the putting away the fulth of a Hlesh ; 
hut the anraver of @ good conseience toward Gad.“ © As 
many of youu as have been baptized into Christ, have put on 
Cbrin. + Could this be said of those who were circum- 


cised ? |I refer the above to your serious consideration, 3 
and am, | Dezr Sir, „ 
Respectfully yours, c. 
N 
| | rf 
- —ů——— ůñ——' 7 
| | * 
en XVI. 45 
REV, AND DEAR $18, | | ts 
oY 
I NOW proceed to the consideration of your arguments > 2 


in your XVIch Letter, in which you attempt to prove, 
that baptist holds the same rank in the church now, as 


circumcision did formerly. | 


t. „ Baptism is now,“ say you, « as circumcision an- 


ciently was, an ĩnstituted pre- requisite to a regular Stand- 
ivg in the visible church.“ 


After such a statement as this, we should hope never 
more to be blamed for our particular communion, for 
this is precisely the ground on which we defend it. 80 


far, therefore, as it respects baptism, the sentiment is 
correct, according to our vie vs of the subject: and hence 
the only question between us should be, What is baptism? 

That cireumcision was the door of admission for male 
proselytes into the Jewish church, is abundantly evi- 
dent; but it is not so clear with respect to the seed of A- 
braham. I rather think they were born members, and 
the males were circumcised in compliance with a special 
law to that e: or else, how should it be said, that 


the uncircumcited man-child hall be cut off from his people. 25 


BA 


4 


If cutting off, meant exclusion from the church, they 
must have been considered as members previously to 


their circumcision. Would there be any propriety in 
a person from a body to which 00 


threatening to cut 


did not belong ? | Besides, circumcision, Gunn the long, 


* \x Pet. Uh, 21, + Gal. in. 27. 
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march bes Israelites — the ehe, was sus- 
pended for the space of years, without, as I recollect, 
in the least affecting their visible $tanding in that church. 
2. « Baptism, under the 
the same significance with 2 — under the an- 
cient. This is statement, Sir; but how do you 
prove it ? Why « as a g circumcision signiſied the ren- 
ovation of the heart, or eration.” This loose expla- 
nation I have oſten met with: but did-it signify that the 
heart had been ed ; or, that it needed to be 
erated ? If it signified the former, it could not possibly 
be a true sign. I conclude, however, from the Scrip- 
tures which you have brought to establish your senti- 
— that you meant the latter. „ Cincuucisx, 6 
the foreckin your HEART, said Moses, and be 
a This clearly supposes that the 
F heart had not been circumcised, although they had long 
before been the subjects of that circumcision which rs 
outward in the flech. « And again, you add, « The Lord 
thy Gd will CIRCUMC1SE THINE HEART, and the HRART 
OF THY SEED, 1 love the Lord thy Ged with all thy heart, 
and with all thy soul, that thou mayert live.” 40 This injunc- 
tion,” you inform us, «ix equivalent with that in Ere- 
kiel to make them new hearts. 
us with the most incontestable evidence, that their hearts 
had never been renewed, notwithstanding their cir- 
cumcision, and visible standing in ths Shave And is 
| baptism significant of the same ? that is, that the 
heart needs renewing ? Tt may be, as administered by 
but did it signify the same as administered 
dy the Apostles ? You certainly must know it did not. 
You are seriously called upon, Sir, to an instance 
in the New Tein, where tha members ofthe Chels- 
tan church are ever addsessed in lan similar to the 
These are never called upon “ to circum- 
cite, nor to baptize their hearts, (the latter, by the way, 
would be equally as proper, if they are both of the same 
import,) but are uniformly addressed as persons whose 


* The i of Simon the sorcerer would in vain be urged in the 
present case; ns on the supposition that his deart — re- 
newed, SI to baptiem, 
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present diopentation, is of 


Here, Sir, you furnish - 
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1 hearts had been renewed. I should suppose that this 
1 single circumstance would be sufficient to convince an 1 0 

R unprejudiced mind, that your reasoning must be entirely . 
4 fallacious.and vain, | M 
12 In proof of your mistaken theory, that circumcisiom .>x: 
1: and baptism signify regeneration, you quote the follow- 1 
9 ing address of Chxist to Nicodemus ; “ Axcept a man b 3; 
: noRN OH WATER qnd. of THE| SPIRIT, be cannot enter into 7 
4 the kingdom of Ged. In this memorable passage, you :f/ 
}4 observe, that “ being borh of «yater, or baptized with water, 
£ and being 457 * of the Spur ity, or being baptized with the # 
. Spirit, are presented together, the one as the Sign, the a 
*þ other as the thing rignyfed 7 And is it not surprising, 


Sir, that you should $0 deliberat ely, and from a pertinaci- 
ty of senthnent, pid ajunder what you tell us Cd, hath 
jrined together ? Or are we to. believe, that you seriously 
think, that the in ants, which you profess to baptize with 
water, are also born of the Spirit? Both Scripture and 
reason forbid the thought, 

As a further illustration, you add, Fur by ONE SBI» 

b RT, says the Apobtle, are cf all BAPTIZED into one bady.? 

0 I am unable to discern what distinct idea you meant tocon- 
vey from this passage, as you have quoted it... Did you sup- 
Pose that the cbedient believer and the unknowing infant ol 
eight days old were actuated by one and the same Spirit ? 
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41 hat they are partakers of that eneness which unites the '7* 

$aints ? It cannot be admitted. That believers of any bo 

number shbuld be actuated by the same Spirit, is not to be- 7 
1 doubted. Eut it is not only paid, that by ene Spirit, are ave 
3 all Bab. ined, but inte ONE BODY. What body is this, Sir 2- * 


4 Is it the church ? Ils it Christ s mystical body? Have 
x you not virtually denied that infants belong to this body, 
| in any proper sense: „ hey are indeed by your state- 
'T menty omehow related to it, but not strictly of it. 1 
hardly think, Sir, the Apostle had any reference to in- 


FE W3 
— 


5 — : 
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* fants when he penned the above passage; if he had, he 
4 undoubtedly considered them as complete members 2 
9 —baptized by one Spirit into one body. As a further illus» *. 

1 tration, you add, „y hit A y he raved us, by the WASHe E 


* This I understand to be Mr, W's, meaning, * XII. p. 64. 
M2 
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ING or REGENERATION, and RENEWING of the Horx 
Gnosr.” This indeed looks like God's method of sav- 
ing sinners; but what has baptism, as administered to in- 
fants, to do with the RENEwmNG or THE HoLy GHOST? 

3. Baptism,“ say you, „under the present dispen- 
5 be Fore Aunty _ of which creumcision 
was a zeal under the ancient.” And add « We have the 
express declaration of the Apostle, that circumcision was 
a'seal of the RIGHTEOUSNESS of faith ; of that faith which 
Abraham had before he xwas circumcized, as well as after- 
ward, and of which every true believer is the subject. 
We are willing, Sir, to allow all that the Apostle asserts, 
viz. That Abraham received the sign circumcition, 3 
zeal of the rigbtesumets of the faith, which Be BAD yet ber 
ing uncircumcized. But we can by no means admit your 
deductions, that circumcision was a seal of the righteous- 
ness of faith to-any others, much less to all others, who 
received it. Many who had the righteousness of faith, 
never had this seal; and thousands, who had it, we have 
_ reason to believe, hever had the righteonsness of 

Was not Melchizedec, Sir, interested in the right- 
eousness of faith ? I think you will not dispute it : and 
although cotemporary with Abraham, his faith never 
this zeal / Was not Abraham's nephew, Lot, whom 


had 


an inspired A postle styles that righteous man, interested 
in the rigteousness of faith ? and — Sir, it is plain that 
circumcision was not a seal of it to him. On the other 
hand, were not thousands circumcised, who were never 


the subjects of the righteousness of faith 2 Can you se- 
niously think that St. Paul considered it as a zeal of the 
- 8 If so, is it not 
at set so little by it as to it among 
he things which he counted * ding in ord — 
be might win Christ, and be partaker of hi righteousness.* 
What ! be willing to renounce, and throw away the zeal, 
and count it as 5 dg, in order that he might obtain the 
thing Jignifh is, Sir, is but a small part of the in- 
2 which follows upon your mode of reasoning. 


3 Phil, i 8 
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You proceed to say, 4. That baptism has come in 
the place of $1 N we are decisively taught, by 
the Apostle, in Col. i. 10õ— 13.“ 

This passage, Sir, as it appears to me, is 50 far from 
l « decirive” = nce in favour of your theo- 

if rightly understood, it will go to prove exactly 
Om contrary. The principal object which the Apostle 
had in view in this chapter, was to guard the minds of 


the believing Colossians against the deceitful maxims, 


and vain tradition of men; after the rudiments of the 
world, and not after Chrizt. The words taken in their 
connexion may be paraphrased as 2 Take heed, 

my brethren, leni any Jhould beguile you with enticing. 
words. As ye have received Chrizt Feuus the Lord into 
your hearts, * zubmitted to his doctrine, see that you 
walk as you haye been taught by him. Beware of any 
_ admixture of heathen philoopby, or Jewish tradition with 
the pure doctrine of Christ for ye are complete in him, 
without being circumcised according to the law of Moses, 
inasmuch as ye have experienced the circumci tian made 
without hands, in putting q the bedy of the rins of the flesh. 
This you have witnessed to the world, by being buried 
with him in bapticm, wherein also you proſessed to be riten 
with him, through the faith ꝙ the operation of Gad, who 
hath raised him from the dead." This, Sir, looks to me to 
be the meaning of the Apostle ; but in a passage where 
much of the language i is $0 evidently figurative, I dare 
not be very positive. 

You inform us, Sir, that in the above passage, * we 
are decirively taught by the A 85 that baptism has come 
in the room of circumcision,” Jet after giving Dr. Em- 
mons's commeut, you add; a The Apostle, it is true, is 


here Speaking of SPIRITUAL e and of epiritual :: 


bapticm :* then certainly not to the point in dispute. 
Pray, Sir, do look a moment at your remarks. © Buried 
with him in « spiritual baptism And this too, come 
in the place” of © spiritual circumcision”! And yet 

after all, these very Colossians, according to the Apone, 


had both ! | What 4«decisiv evidence, that 
an institution of CON hos in the room of circum- 
cisjon | GS i. 
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From arguments thus « decisive,” you procged to the 
following conclusion: „The four arguments now offer- 
ed, Sir, are neither my:tica/ nor jecuiticaly but plain and 
<criptural, and in my view amply Sufficient 10 establish 
the point now in Whether your arguments are 
either mystical or ie I shall not pretend to say; 
but I shall feel myself fully justified in doubting your 
theory, until you offer something more to the point. 


1 am, dear Sir, | 
Respectfully yvur's, &c. 
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REV. AN D DEAR SIR, 


YOUR xvnth Letter comes in course to be review- 
ed. But as this, Sir, is principally taken up in recapit- 
ulating your preceding arguments and conclusions, I shall 
only notice a few things, and these very briefly. 

From what you have advanced in the preceding Let- 
ters, and in your two Discourses, you say, © the gene- 
ral conclusion from the whole, may be expressed in two 
particulars.“ 

1. „ Children now hold the vame covenant relation 
to the church which they anciently held. The church 
is the same, the covenant the same, the promise the 
$ame. Therefore,“ 

2. The infant seed of the church are now as prop- 
er subjects of the real of the covenant in the form of bap- 
tism, as aneiently they were for the same u in the form 
of circumcision. Their covenant relation to the church 
is the Same, and the nature and import of the seal are 
the same.“ 

After a few remarks, you proceed, with an air of tri- 
umph, to say; „In the present case, the burden of proof 
hue we; 6 devolves upon you. Les, Sir; I feel ais 
ed, upon fair and honourable ground, to demand of yeu 
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| ance} proof, when and where this right of infants . 
was e- | NG "s * 
Ws. and nia the right ae infants has been Ty. 
cated 3 as, by the covenant to which circumcision was an- 
nexed, and which you tell us the church is now under, ,: 
they never oe! any rig ht to any external seal whatsoever. * > 
And if « childfet How hold the game covenant relation 4+ 
to the church which they anciently held,” as stated in 
your first ce i then it is plain that female infants | 
can have no t to inn now, than they an- 
Gently had to circumcision. 

Nor will your second conclusion help the matter 
in the least; Por this only supposes that ® the infant 
seed of the church are now a4 proper subjects for the real © 
of the coyenant, in the form of baptiam, as they were for | 
the same sen in the form of circumcision.” Were all 
this admitted, Sir, it would only prove, that male chil- 
dren are proper subjects of baptism : for these only were 
such under the former dispensation, But to relieve 
yourself from this embarrassment, you tell us in the next 
7 page, that you « have shevm, that the ancient distinction 

between male and is now abolished; and therefore 
9 it is acknowledged on all hands, that the membership, 

in some gense, of male infants in the one church of God, 
7 was divinely instituted, so females are now to be admitted 
vy upon the same footing.” There is nothing myetical, I 
4 suppose, in this argument. 
ö But, Sir, how have you proved, that « the ancient dis- 
1 tinction between male and female infants is abolished ?” 
+ You have not proved it at all; unless producing a passage 
| of scripture which has no reference to the subject, proves 
it, The passage on which your whole proof rests, goes 
no further than to declare, that Few and Greek, bond and 
free, male and female, who are the children of God uy rarrn 
IN Jesvs CHRIST, are all ONE| IN HIM,* I now ask, Sir, 
what has this to do 17 nts, either male or ele 
or even adults, if t believers in Jesus Christ? 
The answer must be, — t all. It leaves them where 
it found them. It hence follows, ir, that the all. im 
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portant” point, the very sine qua non” to wppen your 
scheme, is still wanting. 


There are other important objections which be against 
your conclusions. The infant seed cf the church, say 5 
you, * are now as $ubjects for the eal of the cove- {4 
nant in the form of baptism, as they anciently were for o 
the same veal in the form of circumcision?ꝰ 

Should we admit, Sir, what you contend for, that cir- 

cumcision was a gcal of the covenant, a seal of the righ- 
teousness of faith, or of any thing else to which you are 
pleased to apply it, it will by no means follow that bap- 
tism is à seal of the same. The scriptures no where 
teach us, that baptism is the seal of any covenant : = 
is it ever mentioned under the notion of a seal, to my 
recollection. It is called, a putting an of Christ ; a being 
buried with Chridt ; the answer of a gped conacience taward; 
Cad: but no intimation of its being a seal. The children of 
God are indeed sealed, but in a manner different from 
this. The Apostle to the believing Ep esians says, 2” 
whom alto, — that ye believed, ye were SEALED WITH 
THE HOLY SPIRIT OF PROM1SE.* Not with baptism, but 
with the Holy Spirit : not in infancy, or before they be- 25 
. persons are also 4 
| 
| 


charged nat to grieve the Holy Spirit of Gad, whereby they 

are ccaled unto the day of redemption. We must therefore 
have proof, Sir, that baptism is, by the New Testament 
writers, considered as a * 1 of lametbing, before we can 
admit your conclusion. 

We further object to your statement, that « the infant 
sced of the church are now as proper Subjects—of baptism 
as they anciently were of=circumcision,” If by 4 prop- 
er,” you have respect to- moral fitness, it is denied. 
This is begging the gory way in dispute. It is im- 
possible to suppose that any qualifications were re- 

in order to circumcision, when male infants of 

eight days old, and servants bought with money, were 
expressly declared to de « proper” subjects. I should 
suppose it equally impossible, for a person to read the 

7 account of the various baptisms recorded in the New- 
Testament, and not feel a conviction, that previous moral 
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you may try to evade this, as Mr. Edwards has done, by 
saying, that this only respected adults. But we shall # 
still insigt that the rule is general, and that it makes no 
exception in favour of infants. 8 

That male infants were proper subjects of circumcision, 
could be known only from the institution itself, and not © 
inferred from the nature and fitness of things. None 15 
were deemed proper subjects of that institution, but uch 4 
as were expressly named in 5 The same is true of bap- *-: 
tim. The institution acknowledges none as proper sub- 27 
jects, but such as profess faith in Jesus Christ. 4 

But I must attend a moment to your demand for cat 
egorical proof, when and where this right of infants was » 
vacated.” Although I am far from conceding, that the 
burden of proof lies on me, yet being desirous of remoy 
ing every reasonable objection, I shall place such evidence 
before you as I deem sufficient to prove the point. 

In the fifteenth chapter of Acts we are informed, that 
certain men which came down from Fudea to Antioch, taught 
the brethren, and said, Except ye be circumciteu after the 
manner of Mares, ye cannot be saved. This excited an 
unpleasant dispute in this infant church, -which could 
not be $ettled by Paul and Barnabas. It was finally re- 
ferred to the Apostles and |Elders at Jerusalem. And 
what, Sir, was their decision? 'That baptism had taken 
the place of circumcision ? | Not a word of this kind of 
reasoning dropped from the lips of either an Apostle or 
Elder. But they wrote Letters after this manner. „ The 
Apostles and Elders and Brethren, send greeting unto 
the brethren which are of the Gentiles in Antioch, and 
Syria, and Cilicia. Forasmuch as we have heard that 
certain that wery out from us have troubled” you with 
words, subver ig your souls, saying ye must be cir- 
cumcised, an- jeep the law); to whom we gave no such 
commandmer| it seemed good unto us, being assem- 
bled with on jccord, to send chosen men unto you with 
our beloved Arnabas and Paul—who shall also tell you 
the same thi ; by mouth: for it seemed good to the Holy 
Ghost, and to us, to lay upon you no greater burden 
than chese 1 Hcestary things; that ye abstain from meats 
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K Wheth- 
right of infants has been revived in any other form, 
not lie with me to prove, but you. You only de- 
that I should show where that right had heen 
lt is most certainly here abolished as it re- 

as being substituted in its room. 


of the Gentiles, and not a word said a- 


several 


* was made a prisoner at Jerusalem. Thou seest, broth- 


4. 


abterve no tuch thing 


y thousands of the Jews there 
e all zealous of 'the law : 
that thou teachest all 
to-forcake Moves, 


fore : the multitude must needs come together : for they 


will hear that thou art come. As touching the Gentiles 
which believe, we have written and concluded, that ey 
„save only that they keep themselves 
from things offered to idols, &c.* the same as mention - 
ed-in the xvth chapter. 

Two thi 2 from the above passage. 1. That 
the Jewish believers still continued to circumcisc their 
male children, and therefore not at all likely that they 
baptized them-in the room of circumcision, Hail they 
not been still in the practice of cirenincison, they cer- 
tainly would not have blamed the hp, for neglecting 


i. 2. N their zeal\for the coptmnance 
of circumcision Such Jews as, raced Christian- 


ity and had deen baptized, they tots.” Whapproved of its 
upon the Gentile churc) \ © 

the Apostle, Sir, undera 00: | ject precisely 
in the same light as you do, it wou! zve been the 
easiest thing in the world for him wA „ Satisfied his 
bretbren entirely, unless they were s ob-rinate as the 


* Acts 2, 21-275, 
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transaction was also recognized by the A- 
years afterwards, at the time when Paul 
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Baptists. uld he, — ly with truth, have availed 1 
4 himself of . second part of your conclusion, it would © ©” _ 
2 have done che work _ . What could they have 


1 said, had he boldly insisted with you, that « che infant 

3 ed of the church are now as proper subjects for the 

tea of the covenant, in the form of baptism, as anciently 

J they were for the ame zea/ in the form of ci 

7 They must have either denied his statement, or been 

"4 entirely enced by it. | 
1 And is it not unaccountable, that this happy t * 

J should have wholly escaped the Apostle? Yes, 

A fore ctly unaccountable, that neither at Antioch, nor be- R 

\ the council, nor at this * when the . was EY 


gain revived, à solution $0 perfectly natural and easy, as + 'Iy 
2 proposed by you, should not in the whole course of 
the debate have occurred to his recollection ? I am per- 
suaded, Sir, had you been on the spot with your present 
views, they! would have felt the force,of your eloquence, 
if you had not convinced them, 

But, Sir, I must bestow a moment's attention on your 
3 concluding paragraph, and will then relieve your pa- 
Ky tience. Here, in a manner characteristic of your general 
# treatment of the arguments of your opponents, you are 
F pleased to say, your objections and implications, 0 
1 profusely scattered up and down in your book, respecting 
by the want of faith or other qualifications in infants, th 
4. calculated to operate upon such as are more influenced by 
declamatiqn than by argument, are as totally irrelevant, 
as they are highly improper.” Why are they irrele- 
vant ? Or why are they improper, Sir? Because they 
might,” say you, d every one of them, he urged with 
equal propriety against infants being admitted to the seal 
of the covenant under the ancient 8 as under 
the present.“ 

The falsity of this ntatement will be seen by two plain 
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I remarks. 1. Infants, by the express letter of the *an- & 
7 cient dispensation,” were admitted to what t you call the +- 


« zeal of the covenant.” They are not expressly men- 


7 
tioned in the New Tes t institution, nor is there 
any positive proof that erer one was admitted to the 


23 exceedingly weakens 


ordinance of baptism. 
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"whe s:rengtK of your: position. 2. We deny, 
on you to prove, that a previous profession ry <>. 
| | d in order to circumciiion 
? or, that any person 
bapticm under the gyspel dispensa- 
n. Until you can prove 
these points, (and it is believed they cannot be proved) 
F. rr ight man, 
If © + declreall my especting the « want of faith 
. andother qua —— to be mere empty 
| au den an, . y irrelevant ?” Yea, more, 
1 Sir, you n 
(call in question the infinite wisdom of God, and 
=_— ä — « God who isinfinite- 
| be. wise, you observe, «.c we, gee fit to institute, that 
e seal of his covenant should be applied to the infant 
— ps P 
and — fan n eight 
r ects of that rite, we readily admit; 
whenever rec of to appear, that the same 
EE in the New Testament for in- 
in relation to baptism, the dispute will be at an 
1 5 


Dear Sir, 
RKespectfully We &c. 
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REV. AND DEAR SIR, 


I HAVE just finished perusing your X VIIlth Letter, 
and shall take the liberty to submit a few remarks upon 
it to your consideration. 

Vou inform us, that the promise the 
children of the church was in a sense „ and 
none were to be considered as the children of the prom- 
ise, but those with respect to tubom the con ditions of the 
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promise were fulfilled.” Fed this it appears, that the 
conditions of the promise, as thus stated, did not lie with 
the children to perform, but 

form for them. For & had not Abraham,” say you, 
« walked before God accordin to the covenant require- 
ment, and faithfully commanded his children and his 
household after him, God would not have stood engaged 


According to this, we must suppose, that if Ishmae 

any of he! patriarch's other children were not 
interested with Isaac in all the blessing of the covenant, 
it must be owing to some criminal neglect in Abraham, 
in not fulillng the condition of the promise «with 
respect to them.” This, I confess, Sir, is a dreadful con- 


premises. For, in your mode of discriminating the chil. 


their parents * with respect to them.“ 
The foregoing sentiment appears so opposite to the- | 


find a man, supposed to be evangelical in sentiment, 
attempting to vindicate it. It is equally surprising that 
you should infer your doctrine of « conditionality”” 
from God's Sayin fn Abraham, „Wall before me, and 
be thou perfect.” 1 it not much more natural to consider 
this as a command, than as a condition of the promise? 
Had it been designed as a condition, we should suppose 
it would have been expressed in the subjunctive mood: 
« IF THOU wILT walk before me, &c. No more, it is 
conceived, was here required of Abraham, than what 
the divine law requires of every child of Adam. 
| I should suppose, Sir, it would be extremely difficult 
"1 to reconcile your notion, of parents fulfilling the condi- 
4 tions of the covenant with respect to their children,” 
so as to secure the blessings of the promise to them, 
li with numerous explicit declarations of Scripture, Such 
i in particular, as the xviiith chapter of Ezekiel. Accord- 
3 ing to the een of this prophet, however e 
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with their parents to per- 


by the covenant so to im his grace to them, & c. 


Ishmael, or 
equally 


clusion ; but it appears to flow spontaneously from your 


dren of the promise, it Lu not appear, that the condi- a 
tions af the covenant are to be fulfilled by them, but br 


general tenor of the Scriptures, zhat I am astonished to- 
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wie parent might be, if the son did not walk in his steps 
x re Nee Nor does 


We” plan agree better with the promises of the gos- 
* - 765 iven in Christ. 


These are not yea and nay : 
the promizes of Ged in him are yea, and Amen, to the 


5 3 by 44. 
—— we might fully understand you on « this subject 
4 of ; 900 ou are so obliging as to illustrate your 
meaning by lowing statement, viz. „The con- 
dition of a promise, say you, 4 consider in the light 
df means to an end. If I promise a man a sum of money, 
oon condition of his doing a piece of service, his doing 
that service is a mean of his obtaining that money, 
Ĩ bis is undoubtedly correct, as it cts promiges of a 
e S, Nr 
this, ir, convey your i the f | 
The —— — believers in Christ Jesus our 
Lord? If so, 7 hall cease to wonder, that you should 
. im with an air of triumph, that you were 4 not 
buch à predestinarian,” as to believe that Christ would 
bave come into the world at the appointed time, if cir- 
cumcision had not been instituted, or Abraham had failed 
iin any point of his obedience. But I confess, Sir, your 
doctrine of conditionality appears to me to differ entirely 
from the doctrine of grace, as stated in the Bible. 
It 1 promise a man,” say you, a sum of money on 
condition. of his doing a piece of service.“ Then you 
are certainly bound by every principle of moral justice to 
pay him, in case he faithfully fulfils the stipulated ser- 
vice, But how your fulfilling this engagement should 
de considered as an act of grace, surpasses my compre- 
hengion. If the promise respecting « the children of the 
FF - _ church,” be conditional in the sense you have now sta- 
„ted, I should suppose it would make that covenant, a coy- 
© enant of works, to all intents. Can any thing more per- 
fectly characterize a covenant of works, than your illus- 
tration of this ? Or could you give a more correct view 
of the covenant of works (as you have called it) made 
| with Adam, than to say, “ that certain conditions were 
0ũĩ de fulfilled by him, which would entitle him to the 
| Promised blessings of that covenant ?” 
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4 
But, Sir, how will your conditional plan agree with 5 "Y 
the Apostle's distinction between works and „ as (>. 
Stated in Rom. xi, 6? Ani if by grace, says bee, it. 1 £ 
is no more of works ; otherwixe grace is no more gr 1 
if it be cuore, then it is no more hace: other wite work is of 
no more work, This, Sir, is a clear distinction between 155 
blessings conferred by grace, and such as are a reward of be 
works. It is hence plain from the Apostle's $ Feasoning, ,”:: 
that even the salvation of the seed of Abraham is not by * 
any special act of faith, or any works or conditions ful- + 
filled by him, or by their immediate parents 3) but by E 
the sovereign mercy of God, a remnant according on the — , 
election of grace are saved. 

After this full disclosure of your views of the 0 condi- 
tionality of the promise made to Abraham resp 8 
his seed, I Should guppose you would never show the le | 
reluctance in giving your hand to an Arminian brother : 
for you know, Sir, conditional salvation is a distinguish- Mi V 
ing feature in their system. x "Wo 

Your other illustrations ire of the same import. «If N. . 
I promise a child,” gay you, 4 a favour on condition of his © 
good conduct in any specified instance, his conduct in + 
that instance, is a mean of his. obtaining the promised 
good.” Very true, Sir; but I can see nothing in this? 
which looks like the grace of the gospe Would not 85 
this child feel his obligation of gratitude to you = af} 5 
weakened from the consideration of his havin 
ed the task assigned him? Would he not thank him- 
self, at least in part, for having fulfilled the condition on: 85 12 
which the bestowment of your favour was suspended 4 
Would he not be likely to say, Papa, was not I a | pho boy 2: 13 
Would it not also a him occasion for boasting, when 5 
comparing « his good conduct” with others, who had”, 
come short of the blessing ? | Might he not wit propri- 
ety say to his brother, had you only conducted as w F; 
as I have done, you might have received the sar nd | 
vour ?” These, I freely confess, are not my vie/ * 
my brother, I have not 50 learned Christ. I har as 
lieved, that in keeping God's commande, th. | 
ward; hut not N Nor velevery 
evangelic obedience N produced 
. 
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tion of favour or reward ; but have ever 
chat only was 
a grateful sense of favour already received. 
1 ern 
Bat with — they Have 
His sweet commands fulfil,” 


Ot the above illustration, you make the f ap- 
: « So if God promise mankind — es 3 
condition of their believing in Christ, their be- 
et in Christ is a mean of their obtaini * 
I believe, Sir, it would be as difficult to find such a con- 
ditional promise in the gospel, as it would be to find the 
_ zepulchre of Moses 
| I have not a wish to digress from the present subject, 
4 fror the sake of en ing in another; but as I your 
”  » bystem, my suspicions increase, that we in more 
than one. As a matter of experience, I freely 
acknowledge; I have never once thought of ascribing the 
- pardon of my sins to my believing, nor to any thing else 
me by me; but have ascribed it alone to the free, unmer- 
| r of God. The sentiment has been > of 
rened in my mind by such passages as the fo 
Him hath God exalted with his right hand, to be a 
Prince and a Saviour; for to give repentance to Israel 
and forgiveness of ins.” « For by grace are ye saved 
Wnt faith, and thut not of yourselves ; it is the gif 
of God: not of works, lest any man should boast. For 
are bs workmanship, CREATED in Chrimt Ferus unte 
works, For „ it is God that worketh in you, both 
nne his own good pleasure.“ 
. eee, eee eee e 
1 material mistatement“ made by me, in charging you with 
making an 1 application of the — 2 


that 


ax Ve. 


* 


' 


' &: 


eir unbeheving children.” To which 
Non, Si ; I must take leave to c, that I can » 
of a more e mistatement than this, 
you have per to exhibit. No . in my 


you reply, 


supposed, 
to God, which proceeded from 


text, * to believers and unbelievers, or to be/ieving parents - 
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as heind ay APPLICATION of 'he COVENANT 0 
wnbelievers.”* I have strangely mistaken yoggr 
ing, if this be the cage. I beg you, however, my deck 
Sir, to believe me when I declare, that if I 2 
ted your sentiments, it has not been intentional; but bel 


cause I ed your meaning. I have now er; 
deavoured to examine your statement in tee 
Letter before me, * chose parts of yout-Discour®. ++ 
ses to whi daher; and after all, I must on I as, * © 
surprised at t charge I will «ate my difficulty, 

your 


1. Tou very justly acknowledge, that I had . Kg, 
end at large, that believers only are considered as partak, * 
ing in the blessings of the promise.“ This argumeq, 
I addyced from the first member of your text: i. . 7 
ye be Christ's, then are ye Abrahan's red. Bei 
I considered as linking the application of the Promise 
After stating what I called a « concession” to the 
ment in your Discourses, you proceed to show, that 
sentence to which I referred was not an inadvertent BY 
but that you had repeatedly asserted the same I 
different of » Discourses. + By this it ap 
pear, as thou h we were ectly agreed in the propes. | 
application of the promise in your text; namely,that Nom; RJ. 
are to be considered as hejrs but true believers. L. ar; 
obliged to say, that you have stated things v 
ently in other parts of your book. Hence, if I ha, 
been in an error, I was led into it by the general tenor f 
your reasonings. | * 
In the first place, I understood you to argue general MA. 
that the promise in your text was the same which wa; 
made to Abraham ang bis seed in the covenant of cir, 
cumcision. This you have endeavoured uniformly ths 
support, in discussing the two first propositions in you 
Discourses. I was further led ta this concly 
Still more explicit remark; under your 3d p 
Here, when speaking of the establishment -coV&t. 
nant, and of its renewal at different times, you observe 
« For as in the first instance, the covenant was ma 
with Abraham and his reed ; ne was 
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with the nation of Israel, including their little ones ; and in 
the last, with the whole houze of Israel. Lou add, « And 
it is well understood, that the term Hout, when . in 
this sense, always comprises both rents and children.”'* 
Here, Sir, you inform us, that « A and his seed, 
« the nation 2 of Israel, including their little ones,” « the 
whole house of Israel, including parents and children,” 
mean the same thing. And yet, you say, No where 
in my Discourses, is any thing to be found, like what you 
represent as being my application of the covenan 
believers and un ers!” If this be not to apply i 
to believers and unbelievers, in the fullest and most 
explicit sense, 1 know not what words could convey 
Such an idea. Was there ever a period, when it might 
in truth be said, the whole nation of Israel, including their 
« little ones,” were all believers? Do you seri be- 
eve it yourself? You have certainly, in the above in- 
c tances, applied the covenant to the whole nation of Israel, 
and you must either say, that you verily believe them all 
to have been believers, or else acknowledge, that you have 


6 been the promise to believers and unbelievers, or to 
believing parents and unbelieving children,” If your ap- 

of the covenant to the © whole howre of 1 Irrael, | in- 

ding parents and children,” be not to apply it * to be- 
hevers and unbelievers,” I freely confess, I shall despair 
of proving my point. Should you, however, with a view 


to avoid this conclusion, attempt to prove that a the whole 
nation of Israel, including their little ones,” were all true 
behevers, I should not think it wore my while to dis- 
pute it. | 

2. The subject appears further ada from 
what you have said with regard tp the cal of the cove- 
nant. I undertood the Apostle (in Rom. iv. 14.) to say 
no more, than that Abraham „ received the sign of cir- 
cumcision, a seal of the righteousness of the faith 98 
NE Hap;“ and not that it was a seal of the righ 

of faith generally, to all, to whom it 5 

But in n to this, you tell us, «We the 
express declaration of the Apostle, that circumcision was 
Weng T r EQUSNESs of faith, of that faith which 


p. 20. 
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Abraham had L 

wards, and of which every true believer is the subject. 
You further add, « there is but one righteousness of fail 
namely, the righteousness of Christ, by 

in all ages have heen and will be justified. 

eousness circumeision was the seal.“ If you 

fair meanin consistent with the tenor of your 

it must be, that it was a to all who received it. 

you go further and say, baptism, under the 
dispengation, is of the same significance with circr 
ion under the ancient. If you are correct, Sir, ba 


is now a zeal of the rightepurness of faith, that is, of the z 


RIGHTEOUSNESS OF, CHRIST, (as you explain it) to everh; 
infant to whom it is applied, as really as ci | 
to Abraham ! Do you not then apply this 

« believers and -unbelievers ? Yea, do you not 5 
chiefly ta the latter? Or will you, in order to i . 


your system from this difficulty, undertake to say, that: you | 


the sea! constituted no part of the covenant ? Surelys 4 1 
you will not, And do you not then apply it to believ= i 
ing parents and to their unbelieving children? 15 

Permit me, dear Sir, to ask once more; Do you not 
consider it as one very 1 ant blessing of the covenant, 
to have the seal (as you term it) applied to your children Zi \ 
Yea, more, do you not, in praying for your] children, 
pray for them as in covenant with God ? 80, is 1 
this applying the dlessings of the covenant to * 
and unbelievers ?” 

3- You have selected the following iy from my 
Strictures, as containing something peculiarly «injurious mL; 
to your sentiments z to wit: It ye parents, one or both? 
of you, be Christ's, then are ye, and all y 
Abraham! 
But is there nothing in your Discourses, 
would lead a candid __ to such an inferen 
It was certainly rd 3 u had there wa der 157 7 
was led to the remar e sentence to which I refer,:* 
stands as follows; e 10 children f the ie, they;, 
must be children of faith; children, of whom there is, on 
the part of the parent or parents, the faith | Abrabata””; 
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in the covenant of God.” Would not every unprejudiced 
reader put this plain construction on the 3 chat 
if the parents; or even one of them, the faith of 
Abraham (and every believer has the same kind of faith,. 
or they are not Abraham's children) then their children 
were children of the promise? It must here be observed, 
that, upon your hypothesis, the faith that constitutes the 
child an heir of promise, is the faith of the parent, and 
not the faith of the child itself. Does this differ mate · 
rially, Sir, from my statement, that «if ye parents, one or 
both of you, are Christ's, then are ye and all your children 
Abrabam's seed ? & c. It will not I think be denied, that 
the scriptures clearly support the conclusion, that every 
true believer has the faith of Abraham; that is, the 
zame for kind, although not in the same inent 
degree. Then it foilows, as a consequence of your argu- 
ment, that the children of every believer are « children 
of che promise. Do you not then, Sir, apply the « cov- 
enant,” the „promise, and the « seal” of the covenant 
to unbelievers? | 
4. Permit me, dear Sir, to notice one thing more. 
You most certainly know that the Baptists have uniform- 
ly insisted, that the promise mentioned by the Apostle 
eter, Acts ii. 39. is limited by the last clause. For 
the PROMISE, saith be, is unte you and to your children, and 
to all that are afar off ; EVEN As MANY As THE LokD OUR 
GoD SHALL CALL. In opposition to this, you also know, 
that the Pædobaptists have constantly insisted, that the 
promise in this text embraces the children of believers, 
whether they ire called by grace or not. On this ground 
they have constantly argued their right to baptism. 
That you hold the same sentiment, I think may be fair- 
ly inferred, from the manner of your quoting the pas- 
Sage, and the remarks you have made upon it. After 
reciting the text at large, you add, by way of comment, 
« In this passage, — there is a most evident allusion to the 
enant made with Abraham. And then add, the prom- 
ite is to you and to your children; for the Lord said unto 
Abraham, I will gee after 
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ham and his seed, embraced believers and their $eed while by 


in a state of unrene wed nature, or antecedent tq their be- 

3 

there is nothing 90 be found in your like an 

application of the covenant tobelievers and unbelievers ?” * 
Indeed, Sir, have you not done more ? Have you - 

not quoted the Apostle Peter as applying this = 2acS 5 

to a collection of Jews, which were manifestly 


ers? N are the children of the prophets and of the coves 3. 
NANT, (said he) avhich made with our fathers, ray. + 


ing unte Abraham, . in thy SEED gh all the kindreds of 


lievers thevuselves ? If so, will you still say, . 


K-74 
234 

un , 
m5 


the earth be Ble It seems to be peculiarly unfortt- 8 


nate for you, that the words quoted by the Apostle on f. 


this occasion, are not found in the covenant of circumci- + 


sion, but refer to Gen. xii; 3. as in the margin. Nor 
daes he sdem to have had any idea of your peculiar sen- 
timent, that in order to be children of the covenant 
they must be children of faith; children, of whom 
there is, on the part of the parent or parents, the faith of 
Abraham in the covenant of God.” No; he calls them 
« the children of the prophets and of the covenant merely as 
the descendants Som Abraham, without probably know- 
ing the state of their ancestors for many generations. 
I might easily multiply proofs from other parts of your 
Discourses, particularly hn your 4th head of improve- 
ment, in which you © infer the duty of believing parents 
to give up their children to God in baptism,” &c. This 
you argue from God's promise to be a God to Abraham 
and his seed, and to believers and their seed. 

Enough, I trust, has been said, to convince a candid | 
public, that you have repeatedly applied the nn 
the promise, and the zeal of the covenant to the . 
of believers : And these I shall take the li to con- 
sider as unbelievers, until proof is made out to the con- 
trary. To reconcile this with what you have elsewhere * 
said; to wit, ec that this covenant is never ertabliched with 
any but true believers, or the subjects of true religion, 6 
is not a concern of mine. 

However, Sir, if it be your wish now, to have it un- * 
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promised to the seed of Abraham, and will set down for 
nought, all that you have $aid to the contrary in the ſore- 


going beugen (and many others to the ame import,) in 
ich you have applied the covenant, promise, &c. to the 
unbelieving children of Jews and Gentiles ; I will cheer- 
fully consent that all which I have said in the “ twenty 
4 pg * 1 to di oy it, shall also 55 for nought. 
if, on the contrary, I have now proved, by quotations 
and fair deductions from your Discourses, that you have 
« applied the covenant to believers and unbelievers,” then 
my * Stricture will not be considered as totally irrele- 
vant.”* 

I am unwilling, Sir, to complain of a want of perspicu- 
ity in your manner of reasoning. But I must be permit- 
ted to say, that it is not the easiest thing in the world to 

understand a writer who tells us, that in God's sovereign 
durpose in Christ Jesus before the world was, the eternal 
W calvation of his elect” was determined ; the way and the 
means of their salvation was also determined : and in the 
next page to tell us, « that the promise respecting the 
children of the church was in a sense conditional.” Again, 
« that to be children of the promise, one or both of their 
« parents must have the faith of Abraham in the cove- 
F > © nant of God.” f And yet that it is not indeed supposed 
? to be certain, that if they be unbelieving and disobedient , 
YT their children will be finally lost : for God may, as oft- 
en in his sovereign mercy he does, go out of the limits 
of the church, and bestow his grace on those who are 
aliens from the commonwealth of Israel, and sranger: 
the covenants of promise.” | 
I cheerfully acknowledge one point of conviction which 
I have received from your remarks in this Letter, that 
instead of quoting a single passage from your Discourses 
as a concesrion, I might have said that you generally con- 
ceded it. But this will not be considered as a concession 
on my part, that you have not, as stated above, applied 
the covenant, &c. to unbelievers as well as believers, 
Suffer me, Sir, to make a remark or two on the closing 
part of your Letter now before me, and I will relieve 


your patience for the present. 
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«I hold indeed, say you, « that all true believers are 
Abraham's seed, and heirs accordirg to the promise.“ 
So far, Sir, I agree with yon for so far, the scriptures 
up rt the sentiment. But you proceed to say, „ That 

od promised to be a God to Abraham and hi8 reed, 
Nx he promises to he a God to all true believers and their 
seed.” Here, Sir, I am obliged to pause, for the want of 
evidence. | And after all the light which I can gain upon 
the subject, the fact appears to my mind to be directly 
opposite to what you have stated. Whether the ceed of 
believers stand in the same relation to them, as they them- 
selves do to Abraham, is the very pith of the contro- 
versy between us; and may be considered as the very 
Source and parent of infant baptism. But as this sub- 
ject forms a prominent part of your next Letter, I shall 
reserve my principal observations until I reply to that; 
and, in the mean time, would only beg leave to inquire, 
Whether the children of believers, as soon as they are 
born into the world, are not to be considered as their 
ceed and whether, as such, you do not apply to them 
what you call the real of the cyvenant ? It so, I would ask, 
Whether this be not, in the most direct terms, « applying 
the covenant to unbelievers ? Is not this alone, Sir, suffi 
cient to destroy the whole forte of your charge against me, 
of having in a very « injurious manner misrepresented 
your sentiments ?” When, on the one hand, Sir, you 
declare that you hold no such sentiment; but- have uni- 
formly insisted, that, in order * to entitle Abraham to 
the blessings of the covenant, he must walk before God, 
and be perfect z must have true faith, and be Sincerely 
obedient : and not only that this was necessary, as it 
respected himself personally, but equally necessary, as it 
respected his children; and that « the whole which 
you have $aid, in reference to the application of the coves 
nant, is in perfect agreement with this ;” I confess I am 
ready to yield the point, that I have misapprehended 
you, and of courze may have made wrong deductions 
from your arguments. But | when, Sir, I look on the 
other hand, and, in reviewing your arguments, hear you 
testify, that, as in the first instance, the covenant was 
extabliched with Abraham and his $eed, so in the second, 
O | 
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it was « made with the NAaT1ON of Israel, including their 
little ones,” and again renewed „ with the mHouss of 
Israel, comprising both parents and children ;”* and fur- 
ther, that God now promises to be a God” to the 
teed of Gentile « believers” in the same sense as he en- 1 
gaged to be a God to the Siritual aced of Abraham, —I 44 
again hesitate. If there be nothing contradictorygn the 
two positions, I must be allowed to say, there ars, at 
least to me, to be a great deal of * ingenious obscurity.” 


1 amy Dear Sir, 
ö | Respectfully your's, &c. 


LOA AE AS 


LETTER XIX. 


REV. AND DEAR SIR, 


I NOW enter upon a review of your XIXth Letter. 
This you commence by attempting to prove the state- 
ment made in the close of your last; viz. „ That as God 
promised to be a God to Abraham and hir zeed, so he 
promised to be a God to all true believers and their z 
ceed,” This is a point of vast importance in the present 
controversy. Could you be convinced, that the ved of 
believers were not conditionally, or somehow in covenant 
with their believing parents, I am persuaded you would 
feel your confidence in infant baptism greatly weakened. F 
But, Sir, if the difficulties you have met with, in attempt- 2 
ing to prove it, have had no effect upon your mind, it 
is doubtful whether any thing that I can offer will con- 
vince you. 

You will recollect, Sir, that you have already decided, 
that the promise to Abraham, to be a. God to him and 
to his seed, included only his spiritual seed; and that 
7: Abraham's spiritual seed, included not only the believ- 
1 ing Jews, but all true believers among the Gentiles, The 
4 question then, Sir, is fairly before us: Do the sacred 
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2riptures | consider ether a as standing in the same 
relation to a ypiritual ferd, as they do Abraham ? Is 
each believer constituted a father of a spiritual race ? 
If not, your argument falls to the ground. If the scrip- 
tures support t e sentiment for which you contend, then 
it will follow, of course, that every believer may be con- 
zidered as the father, at least, of all succeeding believers 
and, vice versa, all succeeding believers as their epiritual 
— Does not this conclusion, monstrous as it may 

gear, absolutely follow from your premises? Or, on 
the other hand, if God has promised to be a God to be- 
lievers and their tel, including the whole of their natural 
offspring, then he has promised more to them than by 
your concession he did to Abraham. And yet, after all, 
if this be not your meaning, I freely confess, I know 
not what you do mean; nor is it possible, I conceive, to 
know. Your language is general; « believers and their 
seed; «the child ren of * church,” &c. Are not 
all the children of believers their ed ? Do you not 
also mean by « the children of the church,” all the chil- 
dren belonging to church members ? Or, have they any 
children that are not their seed? If they have, do be 
$0 good, Sir, as to tell us what you mean by the seed of 
believers, and by the children of the church. 

It must, I think, be apparent to every candid reader, 
that you have utterly failed of proving your point, as 
Stated in the beginning of this Letter. But this proof. 
such as it is, shall be considered presently. You will 
give me leave, Sir, previously just to observe, that you 
admit, that in a limited sense my statement is true, * that 
by the Special appointment of God, Abraham was placed 
in a situation different from all other believers ; and in 
this peculiar situation, many things were promised to bis 
seed which are not promised to other believers” it is 
beyond the shadow of a doubt, in my mind, that the 
point in question is one of them. I am the more fully 
established in the sentiment, from a careful examination 
of the evidence which you have collected in order to prove 
the contrary. A few of your most direct proofs will now 
he briefly noticed, 
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> You begin with Gen, xviti. 19. „ 1 know Abraham, 
that he will COMMAND his children and bis hourehold after 
him and they SHALL keep the way of the Lord to ds justice 
and judgment, that the Lord may "4A upon Abraham that 
 wohich he hath polen of bim.“  Aﬀter viewing this passage, 
emphasized to the best of your skill, to make it appear 
favourable to your sentiment, is it possible for a candid 
mind to see the smallest degree of evidence, that God 
has promised to be a God to the zeed of Gentile be- 
lievers in the same sense that he is a God to the spiritual 
seed of Abraham? I certainly should suppose not. In- 
deed, Sir, I believe you thought so too; for you add, 
« It will not, I trust, be deemed, that in this declaration, 
the Lord had reference directly to the promise made to 
Abraham, to be a God to him, and to his reed after him. 
Admitting this, and it is difficult to see for what purpose 
you brought the text forward, 

« But in perfect coincidence with this,“ say you, *'is 
the general direction and promise: Train uß a child in 
the way he should go, and toben he is old he will not depart 
from it] ther. We here indeed recognize one of 
Solomon's judicious aphorisms. But is there any thing 
in it like the promise in question ? Does this afford any 
evidence that God has promised to be a God to the 
reed of Gentile believers? That it is a great and solemn 
duty for parents to bring up their children in the nur- 
ture and admenition of the Lord, will be readily admitted. 
Also, the force of education on the manners and morals 
of mankind in advanced life, will not be denied. But 
how this proves the point in question, we have not skill 
enough to discern, 

Your next proof, you also tell us, is « in perfect agree- 
ment with this,“ and we conceive, is as little to the 
point. The passage is Psa. bexviii. 5—7. which the 
reader may examine at his leisure. The words taken 
in their connexion, teach us this plain truth, that it is 
the duty of every generation to make known to their 
children, who are to sueceed them, the mighty works of 
God, in order that they may be induced to place their 
hope and trust in him alone. But we see nothing in 
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this passage chat can be fairly urged in favour of the | 
1 promise under consideration. 45 
4 Your third article of proof, with the comment you ;F | 
have put upon it, is very extraordinary, and demands «: 
particular consideration. 
« One principal purpose,” you observe, for which john * 
was sent in the spirit and power of Elijah, was to turn the 8 
heart of the fathers unto the children, and the heart of the chil- + © 
dren to the fathers; and in this way, according to the tenor? S -Y 
of the everlasting covenant, to make ready a people prepar- ©} 
ed for the Lord: lem he come and mite the earth with a 45 
curic. You have indeed, Sir, quoted this passage, in- =; 
A terlarded with a few expressions, so as to accommodate : | 5 
1 it to your purpose. But when I consider the object for 
| which you introduced it, I am totally at a loss to — 
ture what idea you had of it, or even whether you had": 
any distinct idea at all. Permit me, Sir, to ask in your /<} 
own language, (Did you read” and consider the true 
import of the text ? or did you only glance your eye A 
| over it, and happening to light” upon the words . $5 
: and children, at once press it into your service? The 5 
solemn manner in which you urge the consideration of * 
k this text, is equally surprising- Please to observe, Sir, 5 
ba (say you) so important was the covenant provition with, is 
renpect to CHILDREN, that owing to a neglect and con- * 
| tempt | of it, the earth war in danger” of being SMITTEN af 
yay wITH/ 4 CURSE?” But pray, Sir, in what sense were x 
% the hearts of the fathers turned to their children, so as to 7 
prevent this awful calamity ? Was it in their « fulfilling 5 - 
the conditions of the promise with respect to them? + 
If so, how are we to understand the other part of the 
text ? For the hearts of the CHILDREN were turned to the: 
FATHERS, in the same sense as the fathers were Nd 2 
to them. Did the preaching of the Baptist turn the? 
hearts of their « Lis, ones” to their fathers, as you en 
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I think, in the present case we may, without danger, 
admit the following corrections of the Hebrew copy, 2s 
stated by Kimchi and Ben AMele:h ; who suppose, as ob- 
served by a learned Hebrician, that oy is put for cy in 
each clause. According to these Jewish Radbdins, the 
passage should read thus, © To turn the hearts of the 
fathers wvizh the children, and the hearts of the children 
with the fathers,” and thus, by producing true repen- 
tance, .** make ready a people prepared for the Lord.“ 
'This sense is most clearly justified by the facts recorded 
by- the Evangelists. The effects of John's preaching 
were visible in the repentance produced, as we have rea- 
SON to suppose, among people of every age and condition. 
What a blessed sight, to see fathers — turning 
to the Lord If they had been unhappily divided into 
different sects and opinions, by embracing the Messiab, 
whose approach John announced, they —— undoubt- 
edly be turned, or reconciled to each other. 

If we are willing to receive the light as reflected from 
the sacred pages, we shall perceive with clearness a glo- 
rious reformation produced by the preaching of the Bap- 
tist 3 in which, multitudes of all ages, forsaking the cor- 
rupted system of Judaism, embraced the report of the 
approaching Messiah. But what evidence arises from 
all this, to prove that God has engaged to be a God to 
the seed of believers” as he promised to be a God to 
Abraham's spiritual seed? I confess, I can see none at 
all. Your other quotations from the scriptures are 
equally irrelevant, 

Although, in my — you have entirely failed in 


proving your point; yet I IE ON Jos 


* Should the opinion of the above named Rannins be ted, you 
will recollect, Sir, (for I presume you understand H ,) that Sy 
is sometimes rendered with ; as in Gen. xxtii. 11. 1923 5p rx, The 
mother with the children, Again, in Exod xv. 22. y might, with 
grout „be rendered with, The men with the women i” Or, 

as a conjunction, as in our translation, * the men and the wo- 
men,” it conveys the same sene. But in either of these 
would make nenense to translate , to or ente, as it is rendered in the 
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have done all that conld be done. Hence I do not blame + ; | 
you for not proving i it, but for insisting upon what _ 


*8 not be proved. 
. On supposition that the poi 
FI you ask, (Why are children, in covenant promises made; 
7 to the church, 30 constantly connected with their pa- 5 ; f 
1 rents? 1 should suppose, Sir, that a satisfactory answer f. 
might be given, without, in the least, resorting to your 
— Such ions were undoubtedly designed * I 
to teach us, that religion was not to expire with that \; 
generation to whom the promises were first made; but % 
that, in every age, God would have a seed to serve him. 
Vou proceed, in the next place, to charge me with 
1 making a distinction between the © natural descendants of my 
EN Abraham, and Gentile believers. To which you add,, 4% 
* After conceding in a one way, as you seem to 
L have been constrained to by an unpropitious quota-2 
tion from the excellent Dr. Fuller, that Spiritual 4 
rings tuere promized” in the covenant-.* to the NATURA 
ceed of Abraham ;” you then represent me as saying, © All '£ 
this may be readily admitted with respect to Abraham © 
and his descendants, but it does not prove that the same 5 
things are engaged or fulfilled to Gentile believers.“ 1 { 
assure you, Sir, I consider it as the most « unprepitious” ? : 
circumstance attending my quotation from Dr. Fuller, 15 
its having fallen into your hands to be so cruelly man- 15 
gled ; for you have by no means given your readers a 
fair view either of his statement or mine. * 
This fact, I think, will fully appear to any candid per- 8 
son who will be at the pains to examine two pages of my 1 
book.“ In these it will be seen, that made a quota- 5 
tion from Dr. Fuller's expository notes on Gen. xvii. 75 it 
7. And, in ap ion of his remarks, I added, All $i | 
this may be readily admitted, with respect to Abraham i; 
and his descendants, &c. In order to chow how Dr. Ful- 5 
ler meant to be understood, I subjoined his own note, 5 
without adding a single remark upon it, either approv- 25 
ing or disapproving. In the passage as quoted by me, the "+ 
- 4 3 God did for the 07 


Doctor, in statin 1 
Abraham, says, # he not only gave them the 270 Ca- H 
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_ for a-possession, but himself to be their God, King or 
al Governor,” Nor was this all: it was among 

— that he set up his spiritual kingdom, giving them 
his lively oracles, sending to them his prophets, and es- 
among them his holy worship, &c, In his 
note, which I subjoined, he thus remarks, “ As an Anti- 
pædobaptist, I see no necessity for 2 that spiritual 
2 were promised in this general way, to the natural 
Abraham.” Without, Sir 8 your readers 

— what he meant by this general way,” you pre- 
zent me as acknowledging, u Dr. Fuller, that p- 
ritual blersings were promised in the covenant, (not in this 
general way) to the NATURAL Seed 0 70 Abraham.” Lea, 
you present me as further saying, All this may be read- 
uy admitted with respect to Abraham and bis descend- 
ants, & c. Whereas, the quotations you have thought 
proper to place before tho public were never introduced 
by me as illustration of my subject, but as Dr. Fuller's 
illustration of his own. Nor, Sir, are your conclusions 
F any more correct than the dissected premises from 

which they are drawn. 

Limiting my remark to what I had quoted, I said, « All 
this may be readily admitted.” 'To which you reply, « Re- 
ally, Sir, this is * adraitting” a great deal.” I perceive, Sir, 
you think so, and a to be quite elated with it. But 
what is the conclusion which my admizrion is thought to 
furnish, so interesting to your plan? Why, that the an- 
cient covenant © contained greater and richer. promises 

than are made to the church under the present dispens2- 
tion.” But how does this appear? Why, „ according 
to your admission, say you, in his ancient covenant, God 
did engage in a general way' to believers, to be a God, 
not only to them, but also to their seed.” No, Sir, you 
are not correct. No such thing is admitted: Dr. Fuller, 
* his nate to which your quotation refers, says, « Spirit- 
were sed, in this general way, to the 
. * But neither he, nor I Se $aid 
— thing of promises to the ce of other „ believers.” 
But, Sir, you proceed to force another conclusion from 
my admittion, which is equally erroneous ; namely, that 
God not only engaged to dave 8 « but also to be- 
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Stow spiritual blessings upon their offspring !” This, by: 5 
the words which you have quoted, you pretend to infer 74 | 
A 


from the above mentioned note; which, however, asserts 
no such thing, but exactly the contrary. In order to 
guard against an inference of the kind which you have 
made, the Doctor adds: But I perceive not how it el. 
lows from hence, that God has promised to take a oſs. * | 
from among the natural descendants of believers, in dis- 85 
tinction from others.” ' He further adds, „ What was J. 
promised to Abraham was neither promised nor fulfilled = 
to every good man.“ To borrow your language once 
more, „ am constrained, Sir, to ask, Did you read Dr. 1 
Fuller's note? Or did you glance your eye over it, and 5 | 
happening|to light on the expressions you have quoted, .. 
eee conclude, you had found something exceed- 
ingly different from what I had attempted to prove ? | 
ou close your remarks on the consequences of my 
* admirsiony as follows :.4 After this, Sir, you will no more, „ 
I hope, think it strange that wwe, of the Pædobaptist faith, 2 5 
are zealous in our adherence to God's gracious covenant 55 | 
with Abraham and his seed.“ Considering you as the 
defenders of infant bapriam, I do not wonder at your adher- 
ence to that covenant: but when I consider you as n 
lightened Christians, who profess to revere the authors}. 
ity of hat Porn that was to succeed Moses, I . 
never cease to wonder, that you should so pertinaciously 
adhere to those parts of that covenant which have had'* 
their accomplishment, and were considered in the a 5 
tolic age as having waren old and ready to vanish away.” 
I agree with you, Sir, that „there are many promizes'# 
made to the people of God, besides the simple promises 
He that believeth on the Lord Fesus Christ ball be caved.”-; 
But this does not affect the argument. The question is, 
Whether he faith to which you attached the ite ing”; 
your text was a similar act of the mind to that to which 
the Apostle attached it? If I can understand you both 
they are specifically distinct. You make it to consist in the 4 
exercise of the believer's faith in God's covenant COncerns | 
ing his children; and the Apostle states it to be simply 5 
that faith in the Lord Jesus, by which the soul is _ 
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It is not the question, Whether one believer may not per- 
ceive and embrace some particular promises which are 
not embraced by others; but whether the faith mention- 
ed by the Apostle in your context is not that which is 
common to all believers. 

I proceed next to noticewhat I considered in my Stric- 
tures, as the consequence of admitting your views of the 
« gromize.” I stated the objection as follows: < Accord- 
ing to Mr. Worcester, if we rightly understand him, 
the salvation of the children of believers depends princi- 
pally upon the faith and fidelity of their parents.” To 
this objection you are pleased to reply, “ It is not pos- 
sible, Sir, that you should have understood me to hold 
that any, either parents or children, are ever saved oth- 
erwise than by the sovereign of God in Christ 
Jesus the Saviour.“ I exceedingly regret, Sir, that you 
- Should suffer yourself to be hurried into a conclusion 30 
opposite to that Christian candovr, which you have $0 
F often expressed in the course of your Letters. You un- 
doubtedly meant to have it understood, that I had mis- 
represented your real views; and conse quently, if it were 
« not possible“ that I should have misunderstood you, 
then the error (if there was any) must have been 20 

If you have not, after all, Sir, asserted the very senti- 
ment which I have charged you with, I must acknow!- 
edge I still have the infelicity of not being able to com- 

hend your meaning. In what other light can I pos- 
sibly view the following? „The promise, then, to be a 
God to Abraham, and to his seed after him, was of this 
purpori, that on CONDITION 75 atth and fidelity on Abra- 
ham's part, in respect to his children, uE V Abou become 
SUBJECTS OF GRACE, and heirs of the blessings of the cov- 
enant. —< The same (promise)” you add, « is now made 
to all true believers, his adopted children of every nation.“ 
This sentiment runs through your writings. The public 
will therefore judge, whether the statement in my Stric- 
tures is not a fair deduction from it. 

But, Sir, in the closing part of the next paragraph in 

the Letter before me, you seem to abandon this ground, 
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creatures, any more than there is in their fulfilling the.” 


be 5/e5zed ; you inform your readers, that I have « these© 
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and, instead of considering the « faith and Sdehty of Pa- 
rents, as a condition of the salvation of their children, 
you place it in the list of ran., Among these insti- 
tuted means, the faith and fidelity of parents holds a most j 
important place. Have you not here, Sir, in order to ” 
appear consistent with what you had just said respecting”: 
« govereign grace,” given up your favourite doctrine of? 
conditions, after having © cherished it with so much b 
rental fondness 7 } ; 
Means, and conditions, you know, Sir, are distinct? 
things. That there is a connexion between the means; 
used and the end to be obtained, will be admitted: but 
it is not an infallible connexion. The ploughing and sow 
ing of the husbandman, are the ordinary means of his 
obtaining a crap, . But although he should. prepare his 
ground in the best manner, and sow his seed in due sea? 
son, he has no assurance of a crop. A blast, a mildew, „ 
or even insects may entirely defeat his hopes. But had; 
it pleased God to have made the ploughing and sowing of 
the husbandman the condition of his receiving a crop 3 
we should certainly suppose if he did plough and ow 
. to that condition, he would intallibly receive a** 
or is there any sovereignty, I conceive, (I speak: 
it it unh reverence,) i in God's fulfilling the condition: which“ 
he may have been pleased to engage by covenant to his 


duties required on their part. But this is not the case, 
with means, even such as are of God's own appointment th 
these it is our bounden duty to use; but after all, it*: 
depends on the govereign pleasure of God, whether theyz. 
shall succeed. 8 
Your returning the questions which I proposed, con- 
cerning any special act of « faith or fidelity on the part: 
of Abraham towards Isaac, | in distinction from Ishmael; 
or of Isaac towards Jacob, in distinction from Esau; only 
shows, that you found some difficulty in answering them.” ( 
In noticing my remarks upon the promise to Abra= ; 
ham, Gen. xii. 3. In thee hall all families of the earths 
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upon the obedience of Abraham, or any other creature. 
It was in no sense conditional, The divine veracity was 
pledged for its fulfilment ; and whether circumcision had 
been instituted or not, God would, in the fulness of time, 
have sent his Son into the world, and would have blessed 
the nations in him,” I should really suppose, Sir, that 
your objections, when you duly reflect upon them, must 
appear even to yourself more remarkable“ than my 
statement. For if the promise was conditional in the 
sense which you have represented it, it could not have 
been certain until all the conditions on which it depend- 
ed were fulfilled. © I am willing, Sir, to confess, that it is 
my belief, that before the foundation of the world, God 
determined in the fulness of time, (that is, at the very 
time the event took place) to send his Son to be the Sa- 
viour of lost men: nor did I ever know until instructed 
| by you, that it depended on so many conditional circum- 
stances. Alas] how fluctuating must have been the 
hopes of fallen man for four thousand years | Aſter all, 
I can no more conceive that the fulfilment of this prom- 
ise depended on the incidents you have mentioned, than 
that the Saviour's dying * sinners conditionally depend- 
ed on the instigations of Satan, the treachery of Judas, or 
the cruelty of the Jews. Could you nor, Blk furnish an 
argument equally plausible, that God's promise to give 
the posterity. of Abraham the land of Canaan at the ex- 
piration of four hundred years, was not abrolute ; but de- 
pended conditionally on the sins of the Amorites; for 
they could not be driven out and dispossessed wntil their 
iniquity was full. 

You sum up your objections to the absoluteness of 
that great promise respecting the Saviour, in the follow- 
ing exulting language: „Now, Sir, I confess to you 
freely, that I am neither an Antinomian nor a Predesti- 
narian of this sort.“ Really, Sir, if you do not believe 
that the divine promise in question, which involved the 
whole plan of redemption, was rendered abrolute and im- 
: mutable, by the divine VERACITY ALONE, without the 
least regard to contingent circumstances, I know not, 
nor am I concerned to know, what “ fort of a Predestina- 
rian“ you are. However, Sir, this I as freely confess to 
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you, that I am just such a ( Predestinarian” as to believe, 
that when God makes an ab77/ute promise, without annex- 


conditions, («nd there were none in this) that he will - 


i 

infallibly make it good. And I am strongly inclined to 
think, in the present case, that Abraham believed God, 
that he would fulfil his promise, without for a moment 
recurring to the lpng train of conditional circumstances, 
which you make necessary to its accomplishment ; or, 
without knowing that it was ever to be connected with a 
covenant, to be ratified by the sign of circumcision. 

I past oper several things in this Letter, which I deem 
incorrect, but not of sufficient importance to require par- 
ticular anjmadversjon z and hasten to spend a few mo- 
ments on your last paragraph, in which, by a single 
stroke, you have attempted to silence all the arguments 
in favour of infant communion, 

« Infants,” you observe, „ may be the subjects of the 
renewing of the Holy Ghost, and prinkling of the blood Fl 
Chrizt, signified by baptism ; but they cannot dizcern 2 


Lord's bedy, and commemorate his death in the holy supper.“ 


This is the first instance that I recollect ever to have met 
with, of an assertion of this kind. The thought, I con- 
fess, appears somewhat new and singular. It has been 
generally acknowledged, that persons, while in a state of 
unrenewed nature, could not discern piritual objects but 
I never knew before, that such as were « the subjects of 
the renewing of the Holy Ghost, and sprinkling of the bleod 
of Chrizt,? were $till | without spiritual discernment | 

Tay, Sir, how do you know, that those infants who are 
the subjects of the renewing influence of the Holy Ghost, 
cannot discern the Lord's body? Are they any more ca- 
pable of giving evidence of the former, than of the lat- 
ter ? Could you, Sir, be satisfied with the experience of a 
person who should pretend to be renewed by the Hely 
Ghost, but who should declare that he had no dizcernment 
of the Lard's body, as having been offered upon the tree of 
the cross? If this spiritual discernment be not effected 
by the renewing of the Holy Ghost, we should be glad 
to be informed, how it is ever to be effected. Is there 
any other agent, 11 10. influence the mind of a sin- 
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subject of infant communion at the Lord's table,” What- 


aha from the pressure of your opponents argu- 
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ner is enlightened ? Alas! to what rbterfuged are you 
driven, in order.to defend your theory | 

In of the above assertion, you have 
nor offered a single 


reason ; yet you have the 
ng x haps nu Rs i vingleovrious eau T deem 

answer to all which you-have said, and to all 
which . has said on the 


ever the public may judge with respect to the conclu- 1 
siveness of eee must allow, that I} : 
you. haye ary expediiiine mode in relieving 


I am, dear Sir, 
Respectfully your's, &c. 
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REV. AND DEAR SIR, 


I NOW embrace a moment's opportunity, to 
make a few remarks on your XXth Letter ? for I con- 
sider but a small part of it as having any thing to do with 
me, or my writings. 

Why you should give me such a rough handling for 
what Mr. Merrill has written, is utterly inconceivable. þ 
Particularly as I bad rarely mentioned him in the whole 
of my Appendix; and should probably not have men- 4 


take in Dr. Austin's reply to him, in his construction of 
John, xiii. 10; and even in this instance, I gave notice 
that I had no where in the course of my animadversion 
attempted to vindicate Mr. Merrill.” 

Your treatment of me in this Letter, has too much 
the appearance of a petulant man, who, when offended | 
with one of his family, or neighbours, will be out of hu- 


* 
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mour with all the rest. You seem to be $0 irritated by 
Mr. Merrill's writings, as to be hardly able to treat him 
with decency. I am persnaded, Sir, in your moments 
of calm reflection, you will perceive a contemptuous Bau- 
teur in your treatment of that Christian brother, totally 
unbecoming the disciple of the same Master. It would 
not be difficult for any person of common discernment, 
to conjecture what was the temper of your mind, when 
guiding your pen to-such expressions as the following: 
« Your brother Merrill.“ « You and your brother Mer- 
rill,”+ «Your new and brother Mr. Merrill, r These, 
Sir, may serve as 4 specimen of the complaisant manner 
in which you introduce Mr. Merrill to public notice; 
and your whole treatment of him is of the same tenor. 
T hope, however, Sir, I shall never blush to own a Christ- 
ian brother, who has held so respectable a standing in 
your connexion for a number of years, only because he 
has been compelled, by his Bible and conscience, to be- 
come a Baptist. But I will leave this part of the subject 
for the present, and attend to what more immediately 
concerns myself. 

You introduce this Letter by a paragraph from your 
Discourses, in which you assert, that you have the © tes. 
timony of the earliest of the Christian fathers, that this 
(viz, infant baptism) was the universal practice of the 
church in the ages immediately Succeeding the Apostles.” 
In support o of this statement, you add, « I subjoined 
a note, presenting a summary view of che testimony of 
the primitive fathers, in which it was clearly shexon, that 
during the first century, and several succeeding * 
infant baptiem was practised in the church universa 
„This point,” you continue, © is 59 clear and 70 rw 
supported, that you have neither ventured to deny, nor 
attempted to disprove | it ; but I am sorry to have occa- ; 
sion to say, that imitating too closely a common practice; 
with those who have a bad caute to support, what you 
perceived you could nat ander, you have attempted to 
ridicule.” 

It is certainly, Sir, paying yourself a very 
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cessary to answer what you call the “ testimony of the 

fathers,” that therefore it must be unanswerable. © But, 

Sir, with your permission I will now attempt briefly to 

analyze this “ clear and ampſc” testimony which you have 

wen us from the fathers, in favour of infant baptism. 

t must, however, be observed, that you first, implicitly 

acknowledge, that © there is nothing directly on the sub- 

zect, either for or against infant baptism, in the frag- 
that have come down to us in the writings of the 

first century.” 
Notwithstanding this acknowledgment, you have now 

« the assurance to say, that „this point is 80 clear, and 

80 amply supported, that I have neither ventured to 

deny, nor attempted to disprove it.” I think I shall run 

no great hazard in « yenturing” to examine it : at least, I 

am disposed to make the attempt. 

The first witness from the early fathers, as they are call- 
ed, which you have named, is Clemens Remanut. The 

- writings attributed to this father, are acknowledged by 

Dr. Mosheim and others, to be generally spurious; hence 

no great dependence, we conceive, can be placed upon 

what may be found © in the fragments which have come 
down to us.“ 

With the above you connect Hermes Par. Here 
again it is allowed, that the original Greek of Hermes is 
lost, and nothing remains but a Latin version called The 

d. The only passage, in the writings of this 
father, which has come to my knowledge, which has any 
reference to the subject, is the following: In the descrip- 
tion of his Lower, he says, „What are the rest of the 
stones which fall by the water - side, and could not be 
rolled into the water? They are such as have heard the 
word, and were willing to be baptized in the name of 

the Lord; but afterwards withdraw themselves, and walk 
according to their own wicked inclinations.”+ I know 
not that this can be relied upon ; but, if it be true, it 

is in favour of our sentiments, and not yours. f 

Moch. vol. i. p. 107, tog. | 
That this father might receive all due honours, the Roman Martyr» 


ology has made him into two saints! The memorial of Hermes being 
observed May 9th, and of Pater July 26. Sce Northouck's Biog. Dict. 
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There is also a. passage in the -writings attributed 10 
Barnabas, another writer of the same century, though -- 
not mentioned by you. Thus, whether considered as gen- 85 
uine or spurious, affords prooſ in favour of our sentiments. 

It is as follows: « They are blessed,” says Barnabas, = # 

fixing their hopes on the cre, have gone down into hes. 
water, We descend into the water full of sins and de- . 
filements, and come up out of it bringing forth fruit, hav- 
ing in Hur hearts the fear and hope which is in Jesus.“ :x 

Now, Sir, admitting that this was not written by Bar- 
nabas, the companion of St. Paul; as it was written at up 
that early period, it has the same weight in the argument 7 
as though it were genuine; for no other writers can be. 
supposed to have forged a sentiment which would go to 2 
condemn their own practice. And as you do not admit A 
that there were any Baptists at that day, we certainly em- 
not be charged with the forgery. 7 0 

And what; Sir, is the testimony you have exhibited 5 
from the |writings of these two fathers ? Not a single : 
word | | How then, it will be asked, bave you —_— 
your argument in * such a clear and ample” manner? = 
Why, truly, you have very gravely told us, that in their 75 
writings « passages are extant, which, by fair lien, 55 
prove the practice of infant baptism in their day.“ —4 4 
very expeditious way of proving a point, to be sure 3; - 
Mr. Worcester only $ays it can be made out by « fair im- 4. 
plication,” then the point is 80 « clearly and amply sups 
ported,” that his opponent has not the temerity either «to 5 
deny, or to attempt to disprove it!“ I confess, Sir, I feel 
inclined to smile; and I suppress it only lest you should the 
charge me with having treated your proof from these fa- + 
weng with as lightness, or with « ridicule” and, after all, 

1 can hardly help it, when I consider the high ground js 

which you have taken, and the confidence with which 1% 
you assert the « clear and ample” manner in which yo =: 
have proved your point. IT 

Although I do not scruple your veracity, yet I think 1 

may, without a breach of charity, question the correctness Yo 
of * judgment, on a point to he made out by impl- f 


* Vid. Smith vi, Parsons. Ny. 
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cation, and one too in which you are so much con- 
' Terned. 
I would just remind you, Sir, of your charge against 


the Antipzdobaptists, that « they undertake to aert, not 
prove,” &c, It is charitably hoped, in future, modesty will 
prevent a repetition of this charge. 

Your witnesses of the second century, to which I 
now proceed, are Fuitin Martyr, and Ireneus. These 
you make responsible for infant baptism in the second 
century. But what proof have you adduced from them, 
which © so clearly and amply” supports your argument? 
Why, after informing us, that the former was born with- 
in three or four years of the death of St. John, and that 
the latter was the disciple of Polycarp, you remark, that 
these are more particular and clear to the same purpose. 

This, Sir, is all that you have let us know with respect 
to the testimony of these two fathers, on which you have 
rested the whole evidence of infant baptism during the 
second century |! 

In the note before me, you have not favoured us with 

a single sentence from any of the writers of the two first 
centuries in favour of infant baptigm. How then, it may 
again be asked, is infant baptism so clearly proved? Pre- 
cisely in this way ; My Rev. opponent says, that „ in the 
fragments that have come down to us“ of the writings 
of Clemens Romanus, and Hermes Pastor, „ passages are 
extant, which, by fair implication, prove the practice of 
infant baptism in their day.” And that Justin Martyr 
ang Irenzus “ are more particular and clear to the same 
purpose! — Will any* Antipzdobaptis: ever after this 
dare even to „ arsert,” that it has not been demonstrated 
in the most « clear and  amp/e” manner, that © infant 
baptigm was universally practised in the two first cen- 
turies ? | 

As you have not given us any clue by which to ascer- 
tain the particular passages to which you refer in the wri- 
tings of the two last fathers, we have a right to conjecture 


that you keep tl > 2 path. Presuming or? this, it 
may be proper, for A moment, just to notice those pas- 
aA which have been resorted to by other Pædobap- 


tist writers. The pastage from Juin is the following: 
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« Sevetal. persons among us, men and women, of atyiz 
and seventy years of age's: «« Trader j IrivIure Tw Kgiwy a: 
10% from len ar youth have beer dizciples of Cbritt, (or a 
still 2 literally, . been dizcipled to Chritt,) remain in- 
corrupt.” This, Sir, I conclude, is the testimony of one 
of your witnesses, which, you tell us, is „more particular r | 
and clear” than of the first century. 1 
We will now listen a moment to the testimony of Tre. 
neus. It reads thus, 4 He Christ) came to save all; „ 1 | 
I say, qui per eum renascunter in Deum, ue * are- > 
regenerated to God, or are born again unto Gad, infants, and” * 
little ones, and chitdren, and young men, and old men. 1 £ 
No Baptist will ever dispute such being proper subjects 5 
of- baptism. oe 
To rest a cause upon testimony $0 vague and uncer 
| tain; yea, upon testimony which does not so much 8. 
mention the Subject in dispute, nor necessarily imply it,” ?, 
must show that its advocates are hard pressed indeed. 
St. Paul, speaking of Timothy, says, that from a child . 
bau known the holy gcripturel. But, I believe, few win 37 
thought he was horn with this knowledge, or that de 
had it until he was old enough to be taught. 6 
We have now, Sir, seen all the proof you have offer" 
ed for infant baptism from the writers of the two first 
centuries ;. but we must say, we still doubt. And to lets 
you know, that the Baptists are not alone in their doubts 
respecting this kind of evidence, I vill place before your? 
the opinion of two Pzdobaptists of no mean fame“! 
The first is n a learned divine of Geneva, who Jo 
zacceeded the fomous| Fpitcapius. in the professorship 25 
Amsterdam, in the seventeenth century. This learned 
writer thus frankly acknowledges: « Pædobaptism was. 
unknown in the two first ages after Christ; in the chirdk 
and fourth it was approved by a few ; at length, in the ; 
fifth and following ages it begun to obtain in divers”. 
places ʒ and therefore this rite is indeed observed by us” 5 
3s an ancient. custom, but not as an apostolic tradition.“ 1 
"The other is Bishop Taylor, who calls it a % pretended ; 


apostolical tradition ; but further says, © that the tra- 5 
$ = 

* Apal 2. p. 68. + Adv. Hæris. I. 3. c. 39. bw 
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1755 + Ulle Rel, Christ. I. 1. C 13, in Dr. Gill. 
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dition cannot be. proved to be bores 00 ONE 1» 
good evidence from antiquity. ** 82 
Century III. The witnesses, Fir, which you depend 
upon for the of infant baptism in this century, 
are Tertullian Origen. The testimony of the former 
was considered in my Ap p- 184, 185.) It will 
was condered in my Append, (p. 18 2 
much to the contrary: the. 1 what 
is there written. It is believed that Tertullian was the 
first who ever mentioned the baptism of infants; and in 
this we perceive no reason for the conclusion, that by 
« infants” he meant mere babes ; particularly as he men- 
tions such as were capable of asking to be Zed.“ 
And even the baptism of thete infants he op a not 
being, in his judgment, sufficiently enlightened and estab- 
lished in the Christian doctrine.+ 

Origen is your next witness, and the first whose words 

you have condescended to give us. op- have stated 
them as follows: « What is the reason that whereas the 
baptism of the church is given for eness, infants 
also, by the wage of the church, are baptized ;. when, if 
there was nothing in infants which wanted forgiveness 
or mercy, baptism would be needless to them,” Is this 
passage, Sir, found in the Greet, of Origen ?. or is it in 
the Latin translation of Ryffinus ? As it is denied by those 
who are well acquainted with the Greek copies of Origen, 
which are still extant, that there is any thing in them that 
can, by fair construction, be rendered favourable to infant 
baptism, but much to the Contrary 3 I $hall, therefore, 
take it for granted, that your quotation is from the Latin 
of Ruffinus. This version, you know, Sir, has been chal- 
lenged as a spurious work; or at least, as being so inter- 
polated, as not to be depended upon. And as Erammus 
observes, « Whoever reads these pieces, it is uncertain 
whether he reads Origen or Ruffinus.” t 17 


* Liberty of Prophesying, p. 320, 331. 

Tertullian, speaking of the state of reli is the thas is which 
he lived, $ays, It is well known that a — 1y/Aur bg of euperstitious. 
ridiculous, and foolish rites were brought into the church. The Dis- 
nent. Gent's. 3d. Lett. p. 32. in Dr. Gill. 


4 Sce aleo Du Pin, Mosheim, and others. 
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But the quotation, should we admit it to be Origen's, =; Fo 
contains much absurdity, and some truth. Who but Fe 
Origen, or somebody equally as mystical, can see 75 
meaning or use in giving baptirm to infants for the forgive- H 4 
ners of Ant v Is it to shew that they are forgiven? then 
it shows what is not true. Or, is it to shew that they 4 
need fotgiveness ? this is known without it, and therefore CU 
unnecessauy. Or, is it to show, that they shall be for- 
given? this is, aſter all, uncertain. Indeed, the sen- 
tence shews nothing so plainly, as the absurd, con- 
fused ideas of the "te Yee But, Sir, therg is one fact 
expressed in the zentence, that is worthy of notice. It 7 
is not pretended | that | infants were baptized by divine + 
command, nor even by apoztolic tradition : but by the 
wrage of the church.“ There is no dispute, but that some 
churches had introduced such a wage, at the time when 2 
Ruffinus wrote, which was towards the close of the 
fourth century; and from the freedom which he ac- 
knowledged he took with the writings of Origen, there = 
is much reason to suppose he added this sentence. But & 
if it were clear beyond a reasonable doubt, that the en- 
tence in question was written by Origen himself, it af- 
fords nd proof that infant baptism was practised by the 
Apostles. | All ecelesiastical writers agree, that many ad- = 
ditions and corruptions bad crept into the church beſore 
the close of the second century. 2 

The next evidence which comes in course in your 
note, is taken from the result of a council held at Car- 
thage, A. D. 256, As this has been already noticed, 
(See Append. 5 312.) I Shall add only a few remarks 
in this place. | 0 

If infant baptism were instituted by Christ, aha prac- }*: 
tised by the Apostles, and by the Christian church uni- 
versally, as you affirm, can any man believe, that, after +; 
the experience of more than two centuries, it should be 
a question, At what age babes might lawfully be baptized ? 

If you have not greatly erred, Sir, in your statement,  - 
infant baptism had been practised much longer, and dg, 
much more generally, by all Christian societies at the 5 
time of that council, than it has been in this country | 
from the time of the landing of our forefathers at Plym< 7 - 
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outh, to the present day : and yet, it seems, it is not 
at all surprising to-you, that a country Bishop should be 
n age infants might lawfully be 


—p+ any man seriously believe that there has been, or 
is now to be found, in the most obscure corner of our 
country, a Pædobaptist minister $0 ignorant of the usages 
of your churches, as to be at a loss respecting the bap- 
tism of a new-born infant? No; we hardly think that 
Mr. Worcester himself believes, that even in the be- 
nighted State of Rhode-lsland (26 he is pleased to rep- 
resent it*) such a noviciate could be found in all the de- 
nomination. 

But should any one, like the honest Fidut, make the 
inquiry, would you suppose that after the business had 
been in complete operation for more than two centuries, 
it would require the united wisdom of a council to decide 
it ? and which, after all, would only serve to show that 
che divine institution knew nothing about the baptism of 
nfants, nor had given any direction concerning them ? 

On the whole, 5 I feel constrained to say, that the 
more I examine the « clear and ample” testimony by 
which you have endeavoured to support your cause, the 
less evidence I perceive in its favour. If no « direct” 
evidence of infant baptism can be found during the two 
first centuries, it 1s strong presumptive proof, that no such 
practice existed. The apology that you offer for the want 
of this direct“ evidence, is extremely deficient, You 
seem to take it for granted that there were no Baptiste 
in that day to dispute the right of infants; and therefore, 
it should not be expected that much should be found 
particularly on the subject. 

L zuppose you will allow, Sir, that we have an N 
tic, though brief history of the general progress of the 
Christian religion, for thirty years after the death of 
Christ, in the Acts of the * 5 Were there not 
frequent dis putes during this period, that must unavoid- 
ably have produced « direct“ testimony in favour of in- 
fant baptis m, admitting it were then practised by the 
Apostles ? The dispute introduced into the church at An- 


* Sec Letters, p. 133 


LETTER XX. 71 33% 


tioch,* concerning circumcision, not only gave an. opens =: 
ing, but geemed to render it absolutely necessary to -;- 
zay sometbing * directly on the subject, in case baptiam 
was then considered as a substitute. for circumcision. I 
feel a confidence, Sir, that you will not presume to say, 
that any Pædobaptist council would have neglected such 
— oppartynitys to State and enforce their favourite sub- 
R 
But another instance still more to my purpose, and 
which seemed to call, in the most imperious manner, for 
something a directly on the subject, will be seen in the 
account of Paul's last visit to Jerusalem, about twenty- 
geven years after the crucifixion. of Christ. The day 
after his arrival, says the historian, „Paul went in with 
us unto James: and all the elders were present. And 
when he had saluted on he declared particularly what 
things God had wrough the Gentiles by his 
ministry. And when 3 Ars; it, they glorified the 
Lord, and said unto him; Thou seest, brother, how 
many thousands of the Jews there are which believe, and 
they are all zealous of the law: and they are inform- 
ed of thee, that thou teachest all the FERN that are among 
the Gentiles to forsake Moses, saying, That they - ought 
nat to CYRCUMCISE| TEN CHILDREN,” &c., Is it possi- 
ble, Sir, to conceive of a case, where it would be necessary 
to bring forward infant baptism, and explain its mean- 
ing, if this be not one? Had it been a known fact, as 
you contend, that the baptism of infants had been cub- 
Stituted| by Christ in the room of their circumcision ; 
and that this was so understood and practised by the 
Apostles, would not Paul have urged it in the present 
case? Indeed, Sir, it is impossible to suppose, that the. 
above objection could ever have arisen in the of ' 
these Jewish Christians, had they understood the subject 
as you do: or, had any unjust insinuation been made 
against Paul, as though he neglected the children of be- 
lievers, would not a simple statement of facts have silenced 
it forever? Had he only declared, that although he 
did not teach them to circumcise their children, yet (like 
the Pædobaptists of the present day,) he had 8 
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insisted upon their giving them up in baptism; had he 
done this, he would have had no need to have gone 
| n course of ceremonial purification, in order to 


Do pause, my dear Sir, and ask seriously, 
What possible reason can be assigned for the Apostle's 
total silence respecting the —.— of chi on an 
occasion which $0 urgently demanded it, it then 
been understood by him and his brethren to have taken 
the place of circumcisi6n Does it not appear with irre- 
sistible clearness, that infant baptism, as a substitute for 
circumcision, had never yet been thought of ? To me, 
I confess it does, 

In all the transactions of the Christian chutch for the 
space of thirty years, as recorded in the Acts of the Apos- 
tles, and this too, when they were getting in order the 
things that were wanting, not a single word is found res- 
pecting the baptism of infants ; nor any thing which, by 
« fair implication,” affords the least proof of it Nor is 
there any t (by your own explicit 9 ment) 

4 directly on the subject, in the writings of 2 first 

You pretend that there is no direct proof of infant 
baptism during the first ages, merely because there was 
no dispute about it. But is not this evading the difh- 
culty ? Was there any more dispute about the bap- 
tism of adults? I believe you will not say it. But is 


there any want of proof, that believing adults were — 
tied? You know, Sir, that there is abundant 


« In the earliest times of the church,” says Dr. Mos me 
« all who professed firmly to believe that Jesus was the 
only Redeemer of the world, and who, in consequence 
of this profession, promised to live in a manner conform- 
able to the purity of his holy religion, were immediately 


received 
the 


the disciples of Christ. This was all 
ion for  baptiom then required.“ The 
Sacrament of bapticm,” continues the same writer, “ was 
administered in this century, without the public assem- 

blies, in * appointed and prepared for that purpose, 


Vol L p. 14. 
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and was performed by an IMMERS1i or THE WHOLE 
BODY in the baptismal font,” * | | 
This perfectly agrees with the account given by the 


writer of the Acts. It is there said of the Samaritans, 


that « when they believed Philip preaching the things 


concerning the kingdom of God, and the name of Jesus 
Christ, they were baptized BoTH MEN AND WOMEN.” + 


Another fair opening, Sir, to have mentioned children,” 


had any been baptized. The total silence of both scrip- 
ture and history, respecting the baptism of infants dur- 
ing the « first ages,” affords more « clear and ample” 
proof that no such practice existed, than all the evi- 
dence you have been able to produce to the contrary. 

Your attempts, Sir, to vindicate yourself from the 
charge of «© ingenious obscurity, in the manner in which 
you. quoted the fathers, goes fully, I conceive, to justify 
the remark. In stating the testimony of the Council of 
Carthage, of which you informed us in your note, that 
Cyprian was President, you give the following specimen: 
« Cyprian (I observed) suffered martyrdom for the Chris- 
tian faith, | only about five years after the death of Ori- 
gen. I had informed you, Sir, that Origen was con- 
temporary with Tertullian, that Tertullian was only 
eleven years old when Polycarp died, and was many 


years contemporary with Irenæus, a disciple of Polycarp, 
and that Polycarp was the angel of the church at Smyr- 
na, to whom John the Revelator addressed his epistle.” 


Upon this statement you ask, „Is there any obscurity, 
Sir, in all this?“ Were I to answer, I should say, It does 


not appear remarkable either for conciseness or perspi- 


cuity. What was the object for which Cyprian was 
brought forward in the above character? Was it not to 
shew the time when an opinion in favour of infant bap- 
tism had been expressed by an ecclesiastical council? 
Why not then tell the time at onceg without all this pa- 
rade'of names ? They add no weight to the testimony of 
Cyprian. CY: 

The ob5rure manner in which you bring forward the 
testimony of the |fathers in support of infant baptism, 


* Vol j. p. 126, + Acts viii.' 12 Lett. p. 103. pd 
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also carries strong marks of design, to throw this evidence 
back as nigh as possible to the apostolic age. Why else 
have you so constantly kept out of cight the real dis- 
tance from the Christian era, when these lived 
and wrote, and shrouded the subject in a long list of an- 
cient names? The council to which Fidus proposed his 
question, obcerve, was © only about one hundred 
and fifty years after the Apostles.”* It would not, I 
suppose, have served your quite $0 well, to have 
said, This council was held in the year of our Lord 256, 
28 tc place it within „ abzwt one hundred and fifty years 
of the Apostles > that is, of the death of St. John, the 
very last of them. 

On other occasions, Sir, I find you quote events'some- 
what differently. For instance; in stating the call of 
Abraham in your IVth Letter, you recur immediately 
to dates. memorable event, you observe, was 
t somewhat more than two thousand years after the cre- 
ation, and about four hundred and twenty-six years after 
the flood.“ It is acknowledged, that there is no obscu- 
rity in this. But, Sir, if, instead of giving these dates, 
you had * informed” us, that « when the Lord said un- 
to Abraham, Get thee out from thy country, and from thy 
kindred, &c. he was in the seventy-fifth year of his age, 
and that he was born only two years after the death of 
Noah, who lived three hundred and fifty years after the 
flood, and six hundred before it, and who was born 
only one hundred and twenty- six years after the death 
of Adam, the father of the human race :” would you 
say there was no obscurity in all this? I believe, Sir, 
this is nearly correct; but would it be easy to perceive, 
by this statement, in what of the world any one of 
these events took place ? I think it would not. After all, 
is it not as intelligible as your account of the Council of 
Carthage, of which you inform us, that “Cyprian was 
President, who suffered martyrdom only five years after 
the death of Origen ; who was contemporary with Ter- 
tullian ; who was. en years old when Polycarp died ; 


and who was the angel of the church at Smyrna, to 


whom John the Revelator addressed his epistle ?“ 
: * Lett, p. 103. 
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I Shall reserve any further remarks on the testimony 
of the ancient fathers, for another place. 2 as the 
remainder of your Letter, excepting the cl 

ph, is directed against Mr. Merrill, and 4 me, 5 
Shall pass it wholly unnoticed, unless f may incidentally, 
in answering some of your other Letters, ee to some 
tentence in it. 2 
In your concludi ragraph, Sir, after vin satir- 
ized Mr. Merrill, flag page which I am you 
would feel in every nerve in your system, if it were re- 
torted upon you ; you proceed to inform us of the high 
xatisfaction which you have derived from the considera- 
tion, that neither he, nor myself, have shewn your state- 
ments * with respect to the primitive practice of the 
church, to be in the least point incorrect.” My state- 
ments most certainly,” you add, 4 were not made at 


random, but were the result of n an diligent 
research,” Me bovs already seen and e 
you haye | by this « deliberate 


research; n his be the whole that you h 


£ 
able to find, the 13. may sit down composed; for 
we think their sentiments are in no danger from any 
thing which you can produce, from the vriteſs of * 


two first Tarte 
1 zm, Sir, 


Respectfully your's, &c. 


LETTER XXI 


EV. An DEAR $18, 


YOUR - XXIs Letter now calls for my tention. 

But as much of it is a mere recapitulation of what has 

been already noticed, a few things only remain to be an- 
$wered, 

Your principal object 1 in this Letter, to use your OWN 

words, js to « present in one connected, but very com- 

dious view, the grounds on which” infant baptism 

« rests.” In order to which you tell us, 1. In 
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God's covenant with his church,” (the Abrahamic cov- 
enant) « children are expressly connected with their par- 
ents; and, on the ground of this connexion, it has beef 
divinely iastituted, thac parents should have the initia- 
ting seal administered to their infant seed.“ 

By the above covenant, the male seed of Abraham and 
his descendants, which may be supposed to comprise 
about one half of all their seed, was to be circumcised ; 
but no provision, as I have ever seen, for initiating female 
children. To argue the right of female infants, from 
what Paul said of believing adults; namely, that “ zhere 
is neither male nor omen for ye are all one in Christ 
Jesus ;“ is arguing from fake premises. The conclusion 
here rests upon this postulatum, that female infants are 
Chrir's, in the sense of the above text; which is not true. 

You proceed to say, 2. Not only is there no intima- 
tion in the scriptures, that the covenant cormexion be- 
tween parents and children has been dissolved ; but 
we are clearly taught that this important connexion was 
of to continue under the present dispensation.” 

In support of this, you have first quoted Jer. xxx. 20; 
«. Their children allo thall be as aforetime, and their congre- 
gation hall be ertabliched before me.” This, beyond all 
doubt, is a prophecy respecting the return of the Jews 

from the Babylonish captivity. But it seems that you 
can See no other way in which the promise can be ful- 
filled, that their children should be as aforetime, unless the 
children of Gentile believers are admitted to baptism ! 
A very extraordinary conclusion indeed! We can 
hardly conceive of one more forced and unnatural.* In 
the whole of the context there does not appear the most 
distant allusion to the subject under consideration. Poo! 
gives the following very natural comment upon the text. 
Their posterity also shall be as happy, and as much in 
repute, as they were before their carrying into Baby- 
lon.”+ The prophet Zechariah, alluding to the same 


A good old Pædobaptist minister, whose zeal sometimes outetrip · 
ped his knowledge, once said, He could prove infant baptism from Ho- 
bea vii. B. Ephraim is @ cake not turned l should suppose equally as wel 

2 from Jer. xxx. 20. | 


+ Pool in loc. 
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event, the restoration of the Jews from the Babylon 12 
captivity, says, „ Thus saith the Lord of hosts, There 
shall yet old men and old women dwell in the streets of - 
Jerusalem, and every man with his staff in his hand for 9 
very age and the streets of the city aball be full of bors 1 
AND GIRLS playing in the reets thereef % This I con- 
ceive to be the meaning of the passage you have quoted. 7 | 
Tour next text is that in Malachi, respecting the 
ministry of John the Baptist, which has already been 
considered. (See Lett. XIX) From this you proceed to; 7 
notice again what Christ said concerning little children; Ti 
« Suffer little children and forbid them not to come unto me : 3; 
FOR OF SUCH is THE KINGDOM OF HEAVEN,” 1 

Did Christ mean by the kingdom of heaven the visible I 
church ? If not, it has no relation to the argument. I 25 i 
$0, did he mean to teach his disciples, that the kingdo! 4 
of heaven, or visible church, was made up of little chil-{2 
dren ? or was it his meaning, that it consisted of char- N 
acters which, in many respects, resembled ſiſtle children a 
Does the text absolutely import, that even hee children 
which were brought to him were either a part of the vi- 
ible church on earth, or that they infallibly belonged to 
the kingdom of glory ? I conceive not: but in either sense 
it proves too much for your purpose. You will please 
to remember, Sir, that you do not allow that your chile? 
dren, even such as are baptized, belong to the churc 
in any proper sense. You have been obliged to da 
their membership, in order to appear consistent in not 
treating them as members. The place which you now - 
allow them to occupy, is a sort of « covenant connexion, : 
with their parents.“ T This differs widely from the text * 
for Christ does not say, „ such are gonnected with the} 
kingdom of heaven 3” but « of Sucn 15 the! 8 2 8 
heaven.” 

The term ch, in this text, does not appear to be an; 
as a term of identity, but of likeness ; agreeably to fg 
common mode of expression used by Christ. The: 8 
kingdom of heaven,” saith he, © is ile unto a grain 
mustard- seed, which a man took and sowed in his field: 


* Zech, vii 4, 5. 


* 
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He adds, in another parable, that it © is lie unto leaven, 
which a woman took and hid in three measures of meal.” 
Surely no one will argue from this, that the kingdom of 
heaven (whatever may be meant by it) consists of mu- 
tard-seed and laven ! But only, that the rapid growth 
of the one, and the effects produced by the fermentation 
of the other, might serve to illustrate the success of the 
gospel, and the effects of divine grace in the hearts of 
men. 

That you may see the inconclusiveness. of your argn- 
ment, please for a moment to admit what is certainly 
possible, and not very improbable, i. e. that part of these 
children, if not all, were females; then consequently 
they had not been initiated by circumcision; and, as you 
inform us, baptism had not as yet been substituted for it, 
they could not have been baptized: it will then follow, 
that if these children could belong to the kingdom of 
heaven without the initiating veal, as you term it, other 


children may to the same kingdom without it. 


Until you can e prove, that it was on account of 
the covenant relation of these children to their believing 
parents, Cnrist said, of such is the kingdom of heaven, 
it can afford no proof in favour of your argument. 

I am pleased, Sir, that you have given up one impor- 
tant point, which the Baptists have — contended with 
your denomination ;z Viz. that you « do not su that 
these little children were brought to Christ for baptism.” 
This very text has been the foundation of much eloquent 
declamation in favour of infant baptism.* 

Your other arguments have been considered in a pre- 
vious Letter, excepting your remarks on 1 Cor. vii. 14. 
Elie tuere your children unclean, but now are they HOLY. 
This holiness, however, you tell us, was not © real, posi- 
tive, internal holiness.” Pray, Sir, what sort of holiness 
can it be, to possess none of these qualities ? If not 


4 real,” then we must suppose it only imaginary, or fic- 


titious. If not © positive,“ then it can be only negative. 
If not internal holiness,” then it can be only external. 
That is imaginary, negative, outside holiness ! 


® Vid. Dr. Osgood's Serm. on Bap. + Sec Lett, XVIII. 


feciently clear, that, by the Apostles, children were baptiz- =; 
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In order to render 0 ur subject still more lucid, you: 5 
go on to day, « y virtue of their relation to Abra- bra-s, 
ham, his desc s were considered as being in a e., 


eral or covenant e, holy ;” and e that the chen of. n 1 
God's people, under the present dispensarion, are to 
considered as holy, in the same federal or covenant sense. 
That is, that they are possessed of neither © real, posi- 1 
tive,” nor « internal holiness !” And are these the char - 5 
acters of whom Christ said, Of soch ts the kingdom of + 75 
heaven ? What elevated conceptions of the holy nature: 
of the CHURCH OF THE FIRST BORN IN HEAVEN, must the q 
mind entertain from your explanation of this 2 or 77. 
covenant holiness|! Can this be the holiness for which: 
you are so warmly contending with the Baptists ? If so, 43 
may I not here adopt the language of my opponent, ; 
« Alas! to what mere shadows will a man not revort, 
when he has no solid arguments of which to avail him- 
self!“ But I hasten to consider your next topic. 5 
3. „ As we are clearly informed,” say you, 4 that 15 | 
the relation of children to the church was to continue 7; 
under the present dispensation, so we have evidence gu- {i 


5 : 


ed.” Not quite $0 clear, I imagine, Sir, as you could 
+ 

wish. But we will examine it. 7 
On reading the above statement, it is natural for the © þ 
eye to run eagerly over the subjoined observations, in vi 
order to find this . clear and satisfactory evidence on a; 4 


point so long dispated. But how great is the disappoint- 


ment, when, after examining every sentence, nothing can 7 
be perceived « directly to the point,” or which proves it 1 
by 4 fair jmplication!“ A 
You begin, Sir, with the great commission which.” * 
Obrist gave to his disciples after his resurrection. But E | 
how does it appear from this, that Christ intended that 
infants, which co Id not be taught, should be haptized ? I 
In his commission to his Apostles,” you observe, „ bi 
direction was, that all NATIONS should be baptized, and I | 
children constitute a part of every nation.” * This, >: 
Sir, is proving your point, with a witness. But does it 
not prove rather too Rach ? If because children CON v8, 


* Lett. p. 115. 


180 LETTER XXI. 


stitute a part of every nation,” they are therefore to be 

baptized, will it not prove that all the children of a na- 

tion have a right to baptism, whether their parents are 
Jews, Turks, or Heathens ? Yea, more; if untaught, un- 
believing children must be baptized, because they are a 

of all nations; then unbelieving adults must be bap- 

- .tized also, for they are equally a part of all nations. 

I know of but one limitation contained in the 'com- 
mission; and that is, that such only are to be baptized 

as have been previously taught so as to become disciples. 

But if the commission requires or admits the baptism of 

any who are untaught, it will equally require or admit 

the baptism of al who are untaught. For if the direc- 
tion to baptize be not limited to such as are taught $0 2s 

to become disciples, it is not limited at all. If infants 

can be made disciples, or ©« entered learners,” by bap- 
tism, adults also may be made disciples in the same way. 

They are certainly as capable (to say the least) of being 

Favght afterwards, as infants are. 

hese, Sir, are some of the unavoidable consequences 
that follow upon your hypothesis, that children must be 
baptized because they * constitute a part of every nation.” 
I should suppose it would require the utmost stretch of 
« gectarian credulity, to believe that such was the inten- 
tion of Christ in giving the commission. And yet from 
such premises as these, you advance to this bold conclu- 
sion; « then it is plain, that the Apostles were authorized 
and enj-ined to baptize children.“ 

Tour fanciful application of the prediction in Isaiah, 
that Messiah should (prinkle many nations, had evident 
reference to baptism; and that it is now fulfilling in the 
« sprinkling of infants,” I leave unmolested; as I am 
persuaded that, with candid men, it can never be thought 
to have the most distant bearing upon the argument. 
Lou next proceed, Sir, to state as a matter of fact, that 
the Apostles actually baptized, not only ing par- 
ents, who had never before been baptized, but also their 
households;“ by which you evidently mean their unbe- 
heving children. This, Sir, is by no means a correct 

statement. It is taking for granted, what cannot be 
admitted without proof. R cupposes that the master or 
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parent only was 4 believer, and that all his hi usehold, 3 
whether adults or infants, were baptized upon is faith : 5 
but you have exhibited no evidence of this, nor is there J 


er 


any in the «ripe in fayour of it, but much to the © 
Con 


of proof, that there was a sitigle infant in either of the 
households you have mentioned. But will it be thought : 
Strange, that there should be hee households without =: 
any infants? Let it be remembered, that th were % 
four families f in the ark, whose $alvation/ by water the 
Apostle Peter makes a figure of our baptism, and yet 
we know for certain, that there was not a single infant 
in either of them. But would it not be equally strange, 
if there were not ths e adults in these three beteten 
besides the persons mentioned ? But if so, it will pro 


fatal to _ argument in another point of light ; 1 if : 


all that to the house were baptized, upon the 3: 
faith of 85 ead of the family, then adults as well as 
infants were baptined upon the credit of another s faith. 
The supposition is certainly as fair and rational, ber 
there were adults in these households, as ſt there 
were infants. 

We have now, Sir, examined all ite cc ehidence” | 3 
which you have brought t to prove, « that by the dete. 
children were baptized; and can only say, om if it has 
been made rufficiently 83 we have to re gret that we *: 
have.not been able to discern it. The same vide ence, *: 
however, Sir, has been brought by your predecesßors over +; 
and over again ; and as often refuted by mine. To pre- 


nos 


FEE, 
1. 


tend that a point is sufficiently clear,” and nder ah, ! el 


hs 


not be able to make out a single particle of r s evi- 
dence in its favour, look much more like wishing it 0 f 
be believed, than like proving it to be true. | | : 
You proceed, 4, % As infant baptism was practised by: ; 
the Apostles in pursuance of their commission; $0 it ap- 
e the mast authentic testimony, that it was prac- > 
ary in the church universally for many ages after them.” 


In my reply, Sir, to your last Letter, I trust it has 


been fall . demonstrated, that all your « clear and ample p- 
proof” ro the uriters ol the two first centuries, 15 
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furnished no evidence of the existence of infant baptism 
during that peri But as you have found « nothing 
directly on the subject, in the writings of the first cen- 
tury, you now attempt, by the indirect textimony of these 
fathers, as they are called, to give support to your cause. 
In order to which, yon inform us, that * 
after Christ, baptiom and regeneration were 
the same thing.“ You refer to Dr. Wall for" «ample 
one” of this I have not his History of Infant 
ptism at hand; but his « Defence” of that work is 
now before me. In this work, in reply to Mr, Whis- 
ton's objections, the subject is brought into view. Ac- 
cording to this, the passage from Jreneus, which has 
been considered in the preceding Letter, is the founda- 
tion on which the opinion rests. The construction now 
given of the passage from this ancient writer, is liable 
to several weighty objections. As I. that by the man- 
ner in which he recorded the different ages, by infants, 
he did not intend new-born babes, but Is eight or 
ten years old, who had been catechized. It seems a point 
established beyond reasonable controversy, that the terms 
w, BoeÞos, Beg, puer, puerulus, par vulus, &c. are 
used indiscriminately for minors.* 2. It is doubtful in 
the highest degree, whether either Justin or Irenæus did 
refer to what Dr. Wall calls « baptizmat regeneration” in 
the passages quoted from them, If this could be ascer- 
tained, it would prove that they had, at this early period, 
departed from the pure doctrine of the gospel. For 1 
believe the sentiment is now almost umversally condemn- 
ed by Protestants, as erroneous; and if erroneous now, it 
must have been so then. The sense you contend for, is 
no where countenanced by the scriptures, nor by the 
common language of Christians. John ni. 5. & Tit. iii. 5. 
The very passages which have been adduced" in support of 
the sentiment, prove exactly the contrary. The former, 
if it has any allusion to baptism, must be referred to the 
baptism of a believer ; for it is connected with being horn 
. rit. The answer to Nicodemus, in the fifth 
* this chapter, is predicated on what Jesus had 
24 in the third: Except a man be born again, he cannat 


See Robinſon's Hist. Bapt. p. 1332 35+ 
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wee the & And in the fifth, Excipt a man > 
be born of a and of the Spirit, he cannot enter into tb 


tin wot Ged. If by Arey Bey, be meant the 
vibe go = church, and being born water, is being 2 
t 


baptized, then it is plain that none could belong to #his * 
church before baptism was instituted. Where then will > I 
yon place Abraham, Isaac and Jacob, and all their pious |. 
descendants ? Were they baptized ? Or if, by the 4ing- 7 
dom of God, we are to understand heaven Apel, will any | 
believe that none will go to heaven but such as are bap- 
tized ? The latter, you know, Sir, was the $ense- at- > 
tached to the passage by the early defenders of infant '> 
baptism, [This a to have been the sense of Ter- 
tullian, who advised to delay the baptism of infants which 
had been catechised, to a more advanced period, except 
in danger of death.” This too led to all the superstitious +: 
fooleries which have been attached to the practice. Such 
as Midwives and Nurzes baptizing new-born infants, sup- 
posed to be in danger of death. And does not the prac- L 
tice of some professed Christians consign to 1. 5 
wo, the hapless infant who may chance to die 2 
ed? Why else is the funeral service of the — 5 
church refused to an unbaptized infant?“ Tea, more; 8 
4 
4 


in some instances, why have the rights of cepulture been 
refused to unbaptized mfants ? Yes, —< Even dust to 
spread o'er dust, a charity their dogs enjoy.” + | 

But, Sir, you allow that these ancient fathers held to — 
another kind of regeneration, effected by the Holy Spirit. ; 
Were it not to serve a purpose, I conceive the passage if 
you have quoted from the « Apostolical Justin Martyr, 0 


A ſow years tince, I was called to attend the funeral of an infant |. * 
in this town, in a family which I was informed belonged to the Epiaco- 
pal church. I asked where the Rey. Dr,—— was ? and was answered, * 
He was out of town. Where is the Rev. Mr. e was 7 He — 4 * 
en At length, the gentleman of the house me 1 * * 
. nat baptized? * 8270 this I replied, that I had 90 happiness 
to believe the child wh gone equally as safe, as though it he Id been bap- 8 
tized. | | 

+ See an account publizhed a few years ago by the Rey. Mr. Burt, - 
of Plymquth Dock, respecting a child of his congregation which died |; te 
—— the parents were on a Visit at Saltash, and which was used a 

the pious Curate, in fl Cemetery belonging to his parich, 2, 


— 12 it was unbaptiaed. : 
T 
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would never have been construed but in the latter sense 
You give his words as follows: „ They are e 
by tae same way by which we were + regenerated fo 
they are washed with water in the name of God the Fa- 
ther and Lord of all things, and of our Saviour Jesus 
Christ, and of the Holy Spirit. For Christ says, unless 
ye be wann, ye cannot enter into the kingdom of 
God.“ | 

If the writer of this sentence held to the scriptural 
doctrine of ation, the paragraph will be plain and 
intelligible. "But i in the sense which you explain it, it is 
both — and heterodox. For if by regeneration 
he meant baptism, or washing, (as you explain the word,) 
you make him say, „For they are washed with water,” 
because « they had been washed in water.“ There can 
be no doubt but by being . washed in the name of God 
the Father,” &c. he intended baptism ; and if this was in 
consequence of their having been regenerated by the 
Holy Spirit, it is all perfectly correct, and in ent 
with the sacred scriptures. But to say, that were 
washed in the name of the Father, Son, and Holy Ghost, 
because they had been regenerated by baptizm, is absolute 
nonsense. The last sentence seems to confirm the sense 
I have given. For Christ says, Unless * be regener- 
ated, ye cannot enter into the kingdom of heaven. Certainly, 
Sir, mere water baptism, without spiritual regeneration, 
does not fit a person for the kingdom of heaven, taken 
in either sense of the word, — yourself being judge. 

These-remarks will equally apply to the paragraph you 
have quoted from Irenzus, where you render the word 
regenerated unto God, “ baptized.” 

You observe, 2. The primitive church held bap- 
tiem to have come in the place of/ circumcision.” And 
add, „This, again, is a point too clear to be contested.“ 

It would seem, Sir, that the business was not fully un- 
derstood in the year of our Lord 256, when it was sub- 
mitted to the Council of Carthage whether infants under 
eight days old might be lawfully baptized. Nor can I see 
by what authority their « African reverences” presumed 
to d from the law of circumcision, admi that 
ec baptism had taken its place.” And yet, without pre- 
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tending that Christ had given any new 168 ctinfs. 
the haptism of infants, they, and you afte hom. hau 
added the other sex, which were unknown in the orig? 
inal institution, and presume to administer W 
to both, and at a time too when it was absolutely forbidde 17 
by the law of circumcis ion ! It is —.— chat 
who take such freedoms with a divine law, can have n 
great difficulty i in accommodating it to their“ wishes 
The quotations, Sir, _— you have made from thesg 
ancient writers, give us a very obscure and doubtful view : 
of your subject. You quote Justin Martyr as Ching WE 
also, who by him have had access to God, have not res- 
ceived this carnal circumcirion, but the epirithal circumen.. 
ion and we have received it by baptiem, by the mercy ,, 
of God, because we were sinners.” | : * 
Permit me, Sir, to ask, Do you believe that cc irituas 
circumci tion, which is made without hands, is produced by 4 
baptism ? If you do, I shall cease to wonder at your zea 
for the baptism of infants, if by ĩt you suppose the heart? 
is circumcised to love God. If you 40 not believe iti 
then, do you not implicitly charge Justin w lol 
ting a most dangerous error, or r implicate Fa as &; 
bad commentator ? q 
Your quotation from Basil is equally i 
Should suppose it utterly impossible any p 
lie ve, that the circumciſion made without , nþ 
water baptism, I imagine it would be very difficult to 
perform baptism decently, without hands, | even if wes 
allowed sprinkling to be the mode. If you should uc, 
ceed, Sir, in proving, that Basil held, that to be 2 9 
in water, and to be a subject of « the ci EI 
without hands, in putting off the body of the 3 af the, * 
flesh, by the circumcision of Christ, Fe 
thing; I must either give up the man, mean he uthor o/ 
error, or renounce my senses in order to pelieve it, th 
be truth. S. 
I conceive, Sir, that you might with as much propt 15 
ety, argue from what Ananias said to Saul, as from the; 
above. And now, why tarriest thou ? Arie, and be E 
and wah away thy vin, calling on the name of the Lord . 
3 * Acts Ki. 16. — 1 
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Would Ananias have said this to Saul, when in a state 
of unbelief ? * Would any minister, who values his char- 
acter as a man of piety, call upon a manifest unbeliever 
to wash away his sins by baptism? We certainly think 
he would not. And yet it would not be less absurd, 
than what you endeavour to make these fathers vindi- 
cate. © It is allowed,” aas Justin, © to all pergong to re- 
ceive it by the came way,” that is, 5piritual circumcision by 
baptism. This, as you explain it, is indeed expanding 
wide the flood-gate of error! « All persons,“ must 
certainly mean more than infants. And if one may law- 
fully come without any evidence of renewing grace, why 
not —— Why not all ? 

3. © The earliest direct testimonies,” say you, © which 
we have on the subject, are clear and decisive, that infant 
baptism was uniformly practised in the church, in 2 the 
Apostles days, and downwards, for many ages.” 

Here, Sir, you again run over your « "4 
indirect” proof, repeating the story of the sixty-six Atri- 
can Bishops, and refer us once more to your note in 
your Two Discourses, where you have given such « clear 
and ample” proof from the writers of the two first cen- 
turies. All this, Sir, we have seen before, and bestowed 
upon it the consideration to which it was entitled. We 
therefore hasten to your next witness. 

« About three hundred years after the Apostles,” say 
you, © the testimonies forniched by the Pelagian contro- 
versy are full and invincible.” As this controversy com- 
menced in the fifth century, when we do not deny the 
existence of infant baptism, it cannot be supposed to fur- 
nish any decisive evidence on the subject. 

If Mosheim has given a fair statement of the senti- 
ments of Pelagius, he differed very little in doctrine 
from our modern Arminians,* and like them held to in- 
fant baptism. At the head of the orthodox party, who 
were his opposers, you present Austin, . as ask - 
ing Pelagius, « Why are infants baptized for the remis- 
sion of sin, if they have none? Infant baptism, the 
whole church practises; it was not instituted by councils, 
but was ever in use.“ You proceed to observe, that 


Mosh. vol. ii. p. 84. 
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« with this argument the Pelagians were constantly pres 
ed by Austin and Jerome, and all the orthodox fathers? 
« But how,” vou ask, © did the Pelagians get rid of i& 
pressure ? Did they deny the fact ? Did they allege 
infant baptism was not a divine institut ion ; was not 
apostolic practice, but a mere human invention ? 4 
Sir :” you reply, & but Pelagius himself conceded, that 5 
never heard of any, not even the most «this heret 


who denied baptism to infants.” And is t is, Sir, roch; 
invincible proof? Should you give it a trial, you woule;- 
I think, soon perceive its strength. The Pelagiag7 
beld, that « the sins of our first parents were imput& 
to them alone, and not to their posterity; that we d& 
rive no corru 3 from their fall, but are born as pu 
and unspotted as Adam came out of the forming hak 41 
of his Creator.“ The Arminians, Sir, of your denon 
nation, hold the same. What if you t press tha 
with the argument of Augustin? Do you think the 
would give up infant baptism? No, Sir, not one of theps. 
They would assign other reasons for daptizjog | them, ix = 
Sides the wwarhing away | of ORIGINAL SIN. And $0 4 | 
Pelagius, who insisted | that infant baptitm was nofa 
Sign or real of the remission of sins, but a mart of ad 
sion to the kingdom of heaven, which was only open 5 
the pure in keart :”* and such he considered infants 
be. When you can convince your Arminjan brethres, 
Sir, by the argument of Augustin, of the impropriety+ F 
their baptizing infants, and oblige them to give it up, B 
ceage to deny original sin, we will then acknowledge th 4 
the Pelagian controversy affords some proof i in favour; sf 
your argument, * 
The dispute between Augustin and Pelagius w was 1 
about infant baptism, for they both appear to be ale 
tenacious of it j but concernihg original sin. While t 
former contended that infants were to be- baptized 1 
the «© remission of sins,“ the latter argued their right: 
that ordinance from the supposition that they had noi 
but were as pure © as Adam was when he came out 35 
the forming hand of his Creator.” After this fair at; 
candid statement, I am willing the public should Fat 
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down as much in favour of your argument from this tes- | 
t 5 as judge . | 

Ladd — — l method of your stat- l 
ing this testimony. Let it be remembered,” say you, | 
« this was only about three hundred years after the | 
Apostles. You then add, * It is now about three hun- | 
dred years since the reformation from Popery under Lu- 
ther and Calvin.” This fully justifies a remark which I 
ome time since made, that you manifest a ition to L 
crowd back the evidence of infant baptism as nigh the 1 
apostolic age as possible. Ss 

By this management in dating, you gai y one 
1 The fact is, i SL bee ject hive ton 
dred years last June (1810) since Calvin was born. But 
* you date the other from the death of St. John, the last of 
& the Apostles, which was one hundred years after the 
Christian era. I see no reason why you should not date 
fromthe death of the former, as well as from that of the 
latter... 

« But,” you ask, « where is there a man of any know]. 
edge, who does not know whether the fathers of the ref- 
ormation held, or not, to the baptism of infants ?” 

And do you suppose, Sir, that we have the same ad- 
to know whether the fathers of the three first 

as we have to know the 
vin? You inly will not 


centuries held to infant bapti 
zentiments of Luther and 
end it. Nor can it be fairly argued, that even Au- 
gustin and Pelagius, and their contemporaries, had the 
same ad to know the practice of the Christian 
church in the ages which preceded them, that we enjoy 
of knowing the sentiments and practice of the Reform- 
ers. From the lapse of time, it is extremely difficult to 
determine what they did know of the preceding history 
of the church. The art of printing, so necessary to the 
correct diffusion of genera] knowledge, was unknown at 
that period. It also a that a multiplicity of rites 
and ceremonies were time to time, during the same 
period, imposed on the church. And I may add, that 
where infant baptism was first named, and where the 
above controversy originated (to say the least) was nat 


* Calvig died May 27, 1564. Only 236 years since. 
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the most enlightened quarter of the globe. 
ing directly” on the subject of infant baptis 
found in all the writings extant for the t 
ries after the coramencement of the ion by Lü 
ther and Calvin, I believe you would acknowledg e thi? 
even now there might be some dispute whether it ha 
been uniformly practised from them to the present tim(% 
This is precisely the case with regard to infant baptist . 
in the first ages of the church. 12 
If, Sir, you will read with candour Robinjor' s « Hitt 
tory of Baptism, (London edition, 4to. A. D. 1990} F 3 
think you may find evidence much more satisfactory & 
the intraduction of infant baptism in the third and fourt 
centuries than you will ever be able to find of its exist 
ence in the apostolic age. I consider myself no-mogy 
obliged to explain the manner of its introduction int's 
the church, than you are to tell how it should happes ; 
as Dr, Mosheim declares, that „ this sect (the Anabag 
tists) ztarted up all of a sudden, in several countries, at '$ 
same point of time, under leaders of different talents, ar 17 
different intentions, and at the very period when the f 
contests of the Reformers with the == pontiffs c 
the attention of the world” to them.“ it there hat; 
been none before, it would be 1 to account fa; 
this without a miracle. * 
I 5ee nothing more in this Letter which requires ab; 
tention, excepting the extraordinary Style of your corf*: 


manner peculiar to yourself; for you seem to have drop; + 


the modest — of the pastor, and to have assume“! 
the gasconading airs of chivalry. Pray, Sir, reflect a mat 


evidences, say you, I feel 227 srRON GH 
and can hear all the vehement declamations; 
9 anathemas of Antipædobaptism. Ves, Sirig 
N and UNMOYED, I can hear myself called i 
nan adettor of Antichrict ! an adherent? 

2 Beau a liar, and deceiver and all. the „ 
ous names which Mr. Merrill and his zealous partizarg> 
have thought proper so liberally to bestow W me e. 
| * 1 Vu iv. p. 437. N 
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On reading this paragraph, one hardly knows whether 
most to applaud „ 
that ion is so haunted with apprehensions 

if Mr. Mer as not to be able to mention his name 
—— discovering so much perturbation and resent- 
ment. But as this does not concern me, I leave it to 
your own reflections. 

I am, dear Sir, 
Respectfully your's, &c. 
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SV. AND DEA 81, 7755 


10UR twenty- second Letter comes in course to be 
reviewed. The main object of this is, to prove that 
rather than immersion, is the scriptural apos- 
dolic mode of baptism. This you attempt, and seem as 
5 5 * to imagine that you have succeeded in prov- 
2] pe uh any one article in your preceding Letters. I 
| ion your sincerity ; but I freely confess, Sir, 
1 I am” unable to comprehend the reasons by whict. you 
Vutisfy your conscience, in a sentiment $0 direct- I 


hist evidence. You must 


= yk relating to the primitive 
5 — with more clearness, than 
that immersion was universally practised for twelve or 


thirteen centuries, excepting in particular cases. And 
F emo rather as a 


ö highest re tability. —— holes han 
dius, Socrates, Mosheim, Give, uther, Calvin, 
others not less to be depended upon. Particularly, Sir, 
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Dr. Wall's testimony was produced as 7 
cally to the point. How it 8 wh 25 
forsaken him in this instance, when, in mot caves, 70 
Seem fo consult kim as un oracle, is indeed i ＋ 
Had you, like the greater part of the ancient welds: *4 
your zide of the question, honestly confessed the tri Y 
that immer iam was the primitive made, your reasons fart 
practising sprinkling would have been heard with "7 
4 attention and patience. Such a confession, i it 71 
lieved, would have done honour both to your head anf 
heart ; nor would it have injured your cause in the least 
For I persuade myself, that after all your labour ang; 
pains to prove sprinkling to have been the apostolic mods: 
r to rest its support on such slendef | 
circurmstantial NN ys | 
credibility ks truth, with a candid mind. This x 
| however, ach as iti, I aball briefly notice prezently. ; 
Ty That I considered you to have conceded that i 
4 een de days of e and is Ic 
is true. I know not that you meant it, but I still Lin] 
your words imply it. Possibly, Sir, however, I may r 
understand the t logical difference between 2 westt 
and A guertion.” But whether I do or not, If 
do not perceive that it would essentially | 
ence. By your statement it stands thus: 1 
properly 25 us is not this, whether any were be hs 
| tized jn the days.of Christ and elde An- nmen+ 
*\ Sion,” &c, Transposed it would stand thus, It is not a 
2 between us, whether any * 
Is pay pts pposed, in both c 


| ho i 


but tha tome were i the day 
—— Apostles by immersion ? But, Sir, the sent 
is most indubitably contained in the latter or positi 2 
part of am nee which is, « Whether immersions. 


of dipplat anly valid mode of baptigm ?“ Witt 
— 5 . e 55 
ings ami moe other? Tor ; 
] then theve ro rene of your natement 40 nigh 
each other, as to show their bearing upon the a 
and they will thus, |< The n in/ngs-w! 


er any were baptized in the days of the Apoxtles by 1 
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mersion,” but « whether immersion be the only valid mode 
of baptism.” If this does not clearly imply that IMMER- 
SION was practiced in the days of the Apontles, the public 
will do you the justice, to deduct from my argument all 
the advantage which I gained by the supposition. But 
if it be fairly implied, to how little purpose is all your 
learned criticism upon the © logical difference between 4 
and THE !” 
« Another statement,“ say you, « which I had occasion 
to make, was as follows: It is, however, a well-eupported 
fact, that in the first ages of Christianity, and for twelve 
or fifteen hundred years afterwards, bapt:;m by Ne 
or affusion was universally allowed to be scriptural and val- 
id,” « Even those, who, in ordinary caves, baptized by im- 
mersion, did not deny but admitted the validity of bap- 
& tism by sprinkling or affusion.“ It appears to me, that 
to authorize the above statement, you must have had re- 
course to a different class of ecclesiastical writers from 
those which have come to my knowledge. Does not 
Eusebius, Cave, and Witsius furnish the most unequivo- 
cal proof to the contrary ?“ The latter of these was in- 
deed referred to by me, rather than quoted, as the vol- 
ume happened at the time to be mislaid. But as it en- 
tirely refutes what you call « a well- supported fact,” I 
think proper to add it in this place. After saying, that 
« it is certain that both John and the disciples of Christ, 
ordinarily uzed DIPPING ; whose example was followed 
by the ancient church 3” he adds, „It cannot be deni- 
ed, but the native $ignification of the words carrw and 
Sarin, is to plunge or dip.” In support of this sense 
he quoted Sa/mazius, a French writer, of the sixteenth 
century, * of uncommon abilities, and immense erudi- 
tion; who says, ( Banrw, from which B signiſies 
immersion, NOT ASPERSION 3 nor did the ancients baptize 
any but by dipping, either once or thrice : except clinicks, 
or persons confined to a sick bed, because these were bap- 
tized in a manner they could bear; not in an entire font, 
as they who put their heads under water, but their y 
was besprinkled all aver. Cypr. 4. Epist. 7.“ „ Thus, 
continues he, © when Novatus, in his sickness, received 
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a Arſe e Taos Eused. G. Histi* 
| [ 
this tectimeny with your 


« bare as 
tion,” that „ it is a wel- supported fact, that w 7 
_ or affusion, was universally allowed 2 . 

valid, during the first ages, the i 
— whether you or the above-named 
have 72 a correct Statement. | Your 


TH 
He ee (hl 2 
have, in what Jewish and Christian 
ally foll the wage of the old Latin dende, 
the auth of that version have not been entirely 


theletters from Greek to Roman. 1 


retai 5 5 
as zusceptible into Latin as the for- 


Yet the Cites = 
mer. Immervio, tinctio, answers as exactly in the one case f 
28 circumci tio in the other.“ He further «We wy 
hang bes ed the Greek names where the Latins have 4 
em. 1 man neon ook 16 . 
and we do not say immer mon but m. Tet 
* thi language furnishes us with mat for a ver- 
sion so exact bad thee ical, such a version conveys. the 
sense more perspicuously than a foreign name. For this *; 


2 
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reasmn, I should think the word immertiom (which though 
of Latin origin, is an English noun, regularly formed from 
the verb to immerie ) a better name than baptism, were we 
now at liberty to make a choice.“ 

The testimony, Sir, of this respectable writer di- 
rectly to prove one important point which the Baptists 
have long contended ; i. e. That the words baptizo and 
bapticma were never translated z but only anglicized, by 
changing e in the first into j and leaving out the a in 
the last. Had these words been translated, there would 
have been an end to the dispute z or rather, there never 
would have been any dispute about the mode of baptism. 

The above extract from Dr. Campbell, I consider as a 
full answer to all that the Rev. Mr. Sweat has written: 
and indeed to all that you have said, or can say upon bapts, 
baptizo, and ia; and of their consequential meaning of 
n qvetting, warhing, or cleansing.” These may indeed be 
" Said to be the consequence of immersion, or dipping ; but 
they are never. the consequence of your mode of bapti- 
ing; for you neither wet, wwash, nor clcanse an infant, by 
sprinkling a drop or two of water in its face, As this 
plain statement is not intended as a reflection upon your 
denomination, it is hoped it will not be taken as such. 

Lou suppose that if it « had been the intention of the 
Saviour to confine his followers to dipping or immersion, 
the proper word to express this ordinance would have 
been not baptizo, but bapto.” But would you not have 
raised the same objections against that, as against the one 
used? Would you not have told us, that Nebuchadnez- 
zar's body was not immersed, but only { bapto } wet with 
the dew of heaven ? (Dan. iv. 33.) Is it not more ra- 
tional to su that if the Saviour had intended sprink - 
ling as the mode of baptism, he would have used neither 
— baptizo, but rains, or its derivative, rantizs, 
which uni Signifies to sprinkle ? Had the Saviour, 
therefore, certainly intended that his followers should be 
immersed, is there any word in the Greek language 
which would have expressed it more unequivocally ? 

This, Sir, is the ground we take with those who deny 
i Ii future endless punishment. They contend- that a»; 


* Campbell's Prelim. Diss. p. 131. 


to express infini 
You observe, 
the baptisms, eithęei 
tles, were 
former, you have prefixed a note to this 
which you way, « that John's baptism was not Christian 
baptizm,” Pray, 8 ir, do be $0 good as to tell Ng 1 
tism it was ? It you must have stran 

or else do not believe your own theory 2 
contended, that the Jewith was —— « ian 
church?“ That this continued without cessation untik 
the comment of the « post-Christian church? 
And did John's belong to neither ? Was he; 
who was the morning-star, — precursor of the Sox of** 
Righteourners, an a from both? Pause a moment, 
my dear Sir, and think where your theory will lead you %. 


Your other under this head have been $0 often.” 
answered, that I them unnoticed. 1 
3. The ei „gay you, Err 


baptisms recorded in the scripture, are ttrongly in favour 
of sprinkling, or * as the mode in which they; 
were performed” * 
In proof of this, you nt John as chooging « 
open country about Garden is a place favourable by 
of the plenty of water, {polla budata, many little treams 
for the multitudes with their beasts ; but remote 
any accommodations for the changing their apparel ; 1 
thousands of the Jews, from all parts of Judea, ö 
baptized by John,” | he 
Several things in this statement demand consideration 37 
not becau e they are new, and have never been answer d? 
wn yi HERE are calculated to mislead the mind>* 
ohn's watery station, t as being design 
edly chosen, for the NES Jation"of the people mes 
their beasts with drink. A very extraordinary conclu+ - 
Should it N rev rendered Matt. xx a 
xt. Should tbe ob and, tet 2 definitive ; wi Id «ill my; 
aeg is mare used to expres 71 
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Sion! How came you, Sir, to know that they had any 
beasts with them? The scriptures do not inform us 
whether they travelled in carriages, on horseback, or on 
foot. Is there not as much reason to suppose that when 
all the tribes went up to Jerusalem thrice a year to wor- 
ship, they took their beasts with them, as when they 
went out to hear the Baptist ? But, on these occasions, 
we hear nothing about any provision for supplying the 
multitudes and their beasts with water. And yet we have 
every reason to suppose the collection of was vast- 
ly greater. On the whole, Sir, this is 80 for- 
eign from the seripture account, which mentions the wa- 
ters of Jordan and Enon only with reference to baptism, 
without the most distant allusion to an accommodation 
of the multitudes and their beasts with drink, that I have 
5 no. 5 errant ical, unnatural 
ions that almost ever was practised to get rid of a 


. have ouggenod anctder very formidable 
ä ——-—- —-—-— by immer. 
sion. „They were, say you, „remote from any ac- 
commodations for changing their apparel.“ You will 
permit me, Sir, again to refresh your memory; for it 
seems you have forgotten that told us in a note in 
your Discourses, and brought Dr. Wall and Vossius to 
e it, that « the ancient Christians, when they were 


by immersion, were all baptized naked, whether 


they were men, women or children ?”* We must char- 


itably suppose you believed this to be true, or you would 
not, for the sake of disparaging immersion, have inserted 
it in your book. ee — forever silence all 
objections on account of the want of 'a © change of ap- 


But, Sir,” bad you been at Sedgwick, at the baptism 
in May, 1805, you might have seen the difficulty-obvi- 
in a way perfectly compatible with decency. A num- 
2222. 

7 to be baptized z- but feeling 
impelled by duty, to follow their Lord's example, went 
forward in the he ordinance, just as they were dressed to 
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meetings And although had no 
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of affusion or sprinklin " —— 
in my Van 7 Rad corn 


cane rank, would then be gui of that off Fur . 
if every inferior officer, and even privates were ing 

criminately to wear it ; in that case it would iet 

nothing. The cases are parallel. We never 
scriptures of baptism being applied to any but beliew? 
Hence anciently it was considered as a badge of a din 
ple of Christ. Know yqu nat, that 50 many of you as hee 
been baptized into Chriat, have put on Chrigt ? Your . 
marks on the vgurative — of scrijcure, | 
Sprint tag, and to the ion 
the Spirit, I had anticipaed and answered. (See ip 


. K's ) 2 
0 The references to baptiem in the +; 
ere ans ge e fayour of sprif%s 
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Ting or affusion.” I do not understand the scriptures . 
ano it her fora 1 | 
more important, - n under wy 
and the the Messiah's printing 
many nations, referred not to 1 
dug af the Bond of le Obrivr This is at 


for baptism. A to the 
Having your HEARTS SPRINKLED from an evil con- 
BODIES WASHED with pure water.“ 


purpose do you 
Ezekiel, Then evill I gprinkle c 
a Halt be ink. 
ling clean water upon the face of an infant makes it 
clean? Does this cleanse from moral filthiness, and from 
idols ? If baptism does not produce this effect, then it 
did not refer to baptism, but to something else. | 
Again you tell us, that the divers washings, or bap- 
tisms mentioned Heb. ix. 10. mean the gs un- 
der the legal economy. By what authority you make | 
this assertion, I know not. 1 nothing either in | 
the text or context that warrants it ; nor do I believe that | 
4 r 4 
by dipping the whole body. | 
ou next from 1 Cor. x. 2. « When paniog | 
through the sea, on dry land, the Israelites, we are artur- | 
eu, were ed with spray from the sea, and rain from 


r lets acc Ot% ef wu-.oct 4c. a 7 $6 a 
= 1 . o * . e f 1 " 


the cloud which covered them.” I am often surprised, 
Sir, at the armurance with which your conclusions are 
brought forward, without a scrap of evidence to support 
them. Did you observe that the Apostle does not say 
they were baptized from the cloud, and from the sea, but 
18 them? But « we are assured they were ed,” 
say you. Moses gives no intimations of the waves dash- 
ing so as to cause a ꝓray, but naturally leads us to con- 
OR: hae, br W on fy onthe 
on the right on But your fancy respect 
e It was in the e 

5eason, probably about midnight, when the camp 
a tov up their march, Arthis moment, th pill of F 
the cloud went from before their face and 


® Heb, x. 28. 


4 * 
—_ 4 


And it came n the camp of the E 
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decidedly to another event, as will 

| entire % The earth 

tho preaecs of God: 2 


the I. 1 


wot this, Sir, getting 3 
* even Gn whe ar is not at i} 
eous rain fell at the time of tf 
Sea, is it not wauch mote ratiet- 


7 —— 
ably > "Bur al 
probable, 2 59 
passage through 
al io suppose it fell upon the Egy 
news, ly as the dark aide of the cloud was towat:: 
them ? Fall where it might, was it after all only a $pring- 
ling? We should suppose a plentenus rain poured dog 
upon a people, would no very faint analogy to 
immerzion.. But, Sir, I freely acknowledge, that I V 
not believe that any water touched them, either from d 
cloud or from the sea, but that the language is used fig 
uratively, as of Christ's $ufferings. Your applications af 
Os above passage furnishes a specimen of the eingular se- 
icity you possess of adapting scripture to your purpq g 
You here lead us, by your zupposition, to contemplate 
immense army of more than half a million of men, wom in 
and wean ary: in the of night, going down into U42 
heart of the sea, in to escape a pursuing foe, A 
while marching with tremulous steps along the dread wh 
between the stiffened waves, it would seem, that "= 


* Neh. ix. 12, | + Paal Ixviii. 8, 9. 
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y , and it would be an imposition upon your 
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„at the same time, you must 


* Trandlation of Luke zil. 50, 


, d the men of old time in baptis mi: 
ey put all the bodie into the water; now the ve? 
is this, that the minister doth only sprinkle the bodie 6; 
the head,” After several remarks upon the use of the ord: 
nance he adds, It is oertain that wee want nothing whiqz 
maketh to the substance of baptisme. r the 

churche did graunt libertie to herselfe cince the beginnin 7 

»y to change the xites $0mewhat excepting this N 
zome dipped them thrise, some but once: wherefore thes⸗ 


| is no cause why wee s bee $0 strait laced in matg 
| _ which are of no weight: so that that ext 1 
na pe doe no whit ute the simple institution E: 

. Cube „ . 8 
Here, Sir, this zealous reformer tells you what was ths/ 

angent mode of baptism, and on what ground it we: 
changed. He had not the hardihood to pretend, tha; 
Sprinkling. was the ancient made but says, that « th 

church had granted liberty to herself, ince the beginning” 

to changs the rites $0mewhat.” Was Calvin a blockh # 
- War, Prfence, p. ” 4: Calvin in loc. Lond. ed 15; 


#5 | _ 
* 
» 0 * 1 
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Did he wer  fabehood, which went his own 
4 are ir, labouring to what the 
> OBS ——— 2 

| . WI says, „ It was his admirers im Eng- 


e ee eee brought pouring in- 
eee 


— But the rucceeding Precbyerian in En about 


the year 1644, went FARTHER YET from the ANCIENT 


and, instead of — — 


ces ing. 
vin and Dr. Wall, — 2 
ments against immersion, f 
. Calvin, 
Witsius, Salmasius, and hora in favour of immersion, 
ER 2 mind, form an t ot 

thing which has ever 
8 . Your 8 
gainst us for phrazes, which you call ( du- 
YOu such as © inte, and out of the water, and buried 
with him in baptism, on which, for a sectarian charm,” you 
tell us, , ee PEI age: we leave to 


your own 
Respect fully yours, &t. 


K* 22 


LETTER XXIII. 


AZV, AND DEAR SIR, 


| I HAVE just finished age ben our XXI11® Let- 
ter; and am sorry to say, ive more of an 
— — than r preceding, 


— Four candour with which it is 
Lok 


a 


RE s and 10 explam away the b Joy 
2 


gh nothing,” say you, „rte wy 
ede . Antipædobaptists; 
Det p. 14% 


p41 
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to give, in- my 1 Di 


\ 
l 
4 


ment to your own conscience. 
used the word * throughout the whole s 
m this Letter are fc 


— 9 


2 
* 


2 


== 28 a « 5econd. 15 


it in 
e 

remark : nag wh representation. is 
are E . gecond «4 invective.* No, 5 
did not use the term invective. I called it «another ct 
4 and n more. You have continued the same r 
od in est every article Such as my © third anvectiy- 
y 4 fourth invective,” gcc. r 5 
plaining of a . ting spirit,“ I shall have occas 4 

to notice in place. "= 
You proceed to state and vindicate the several 
of charge which you brought against us in your LA 
es, and = which I complained ; but have cautiously ko 
out of sight my ents by which I repelled the 
Your attempts to vindicate these charges shall now;4 
attended to and answered. 85 


15 Vour arguments to prove, that the Baptists p 
God's ey covenant of Abrams fr 
The Ward of God formed in A dy,” 


0 reger Fete fi kat 1 by + 


in which you were to wy, © It hes boon's very Comes * 
wich the Anti — mer nd 


in alli? Your eee upon th 


ungencrous 
= the Letter before be made in the 
as you inform us 222 to reproach.” 
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— — geek 
We have told you before, and 


— ol — — in the sense 
rp the writers of the New Testament acknowledge 


them; 1 subscribe to your deduc- 
tions from that covenant. You readers to the 
CR ix for proof, that we deny 

the church of God in A s family,” I 


most y wish. read it, and read it with 
—— and a friend to the ancient Zion of 
the Holy One of Trrael,” would have u his $hock- 
ed,” or « his heart distressed,” unless his to 
— bode bites ths pie gry 
and of the gospel church. 
" What] numbered as your fourth charge against us, 
stands in the following words: . — 3 
which, in his infinite wisdom and grace, 
been pleased to make, for the — — 
seed, upon the r 
ly contemn.“ As I considered this totally unfounded, I 

attempted no other y, than an bara Ar oro opus 
to the feelings of our fellow men, with whom we were 
conversant. But what is all this, Sir, to the "4 


you reply. Do you not after all utterly deny, and openly 
contemn, that provision; which, in bis infinite wisdom arid 


grace, Jehovah has been pleased to make {by connecting 
children wwith their parents in his everlasting covenant, ) for 
the preservation of a righteous seed upon the earth? 
We do not deny, Sir, « God has made provision 
for the preservation of a righteous seed upon the earth,” 
and for the maintenance of his cause from age to age; 
but we deny the correctness of your statement, that this 
provision is conſined to the seed of believers. If this 
gracious provinen embraces only the seed of believers, 
then no others will ever be converted or saved No 
1 God will ever 

zave any, for whose salvation he has not 


provided. 
Hence too, all attempts to ”_m_ the gospel among the 
Vid. 2 Cor, iii. 


to say 
fact IT by far the 1 e mem- 
— — — churches are who bad Fates 


in their infancy. 


5 


in their infancy.” I believe 
that we have many members in our 5 


| parents, nor 
re baptized in infancy, who would do to any 
church ; yea, _—__ would have done 

; 


to the 
„5 
are far better,” we have mugh reason to con- 
e ourselves. 1 acknowledge, Sir, this confident 
may foolish ; but must say with the Apos- 
ns, 
I am sorry, Sir, to have occasion to notice in t same 
unfounded insinuation. 

suggest (and you have often done it) 
that these „ better” members who had been baptized in 
infancy, „have, by some means, betn prevailed on un- 
gratefully to disavow that very covenant, and to contemn 
the gracious provision made in it for their children.” 1 
must here, Sir, be — ape to enter "ho xolemn protest 


I 'am 


2 Cor. xi, 1% & n 1. 
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n proof of the foregoing positions, tent add, 2 5 
will be Gihful to his covenant, and bless his own inst 
tutions, r Ted, bir, contempt with which: biey 
are treated.” Keally, Sir, you seem to have come quis 


about': I should suppose 25 
aye you forgotten the 5 7 


destinarian as I am. 


your argument in your XIXth 
that even the whole plan of redemption would 


divine contains and that the Messiah, in that 
would not have come into the world; nor the na ory. 
been blessed in him.“ It is always pleasant, Sir, to 805 
a man consistent with himself. But you 23 
« it is in the of Pedobaptis church(# 
that your churches flourish,” This is partly true ; f.. 
we have few ry 2 And you may be as ure, 
Sir, that all your offices in 4 nediy Pl 
build up our churches, are duly appreciated. 2 + . 
are built up,” you continue, © with 2 Ben 5 
Pædobaptist faith, and your cn i members are gained ove 
from Pædobaptist connexions. Few of our . 
comparatively, were ever professors until they made 
engagements with us. Byt we have no doubt but thos; 
who do come from your churches are generally some d 
the most pious and conreientious of your members, whethe©; 
they are our best or not. You add, « and I can car Ji FL 
d it as my serious belief, that without Pxxdobaptist/* 
you could not subsist.” Do you remember, Sir, in th i 
course of your reading, to have seen an account of Rd. 
GER WILIAMus ?——The remainder is left to your o. 
reflections, #- 
In order to prove that our « churches would decay 7 
and eventually become extinct,” if it were not for thi- 
Pœflobaptists ; and that we have no right to expect tha 
the gospel will be attended with much success where th{* 
A $sacred dedication of children is neglected,” + you brin 7 
forward Rhode-Island as an example, 7 


a * Vid. Lett. þ. 99. 


— chem wiemmea NN 
aurture ; but no t to my, nor is it that the 
neglect this duty bs Wei e 1 
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It is, I confess, with extreme reluctance, that 1 enter 
this unpleasant subject ; but I could not justify my 

—— 99g nor to the public, were ＋ to 
pass it over in silence. I am apprehensive, Sir, that nei- 


ther your declaration, that your were made 
nor your throw- 

upon the candour of all concerned,” 

ae mating yo your invidious remarks, will be sufficient to 
that censure, which such an unprovoked 


attack public reputation demands. My limits for- 
ack aan pblapmec dents. ay the sub- 


ject. 


You commence your philippic by asking, « Was not 
the State of Rhode Island — — — 


ions, and forbid to return, on 
Alas Sir, what ad become of Mitra, if Myan- 
— erring 
Again you ask, « Have not those there 
been left to their free and uncontrolled operation and 
influence?“ We answer, They have z but no more so, 


than all other 1s opinions: for it must be acknow]- 
edged to the g honour of Rhode-lsand, that 
iy RAS, TSR, or persecuted in that 


State on account of his religious opinions. Agreeably 
to the sentiments of its founder, liberty 
has there been enjoyed in its fullest extent. From this 
circumstance alone, it was easy to have foreseen, that dis- 
enters of different sects would resort there for asylum. 
The laws of that State man who demeans 
himself quietly, whether he has religion or not. And 
although the may be the largest denominatiqn, 
it 15 not certain to my mind, that they-are larger than 
all others. But even if they were, as Christians they 
Chim no juriadiction beyond the Emig of their particular 
churches. | 

Having noticed your premises, we proceed-to 8 
your conclusion. If then,“ say you, * the principles 


Two Sachems, 
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of Antipzdobaptism were true and criptural ; ; might 3 x 
vot look to Rhode -Ifland for a more general prevalenty 
of divine knowledge, a more general and sacred obset« 
vance of divine institutions, more pure and fourishin 15 
churches, and more of the spirit of primitive ChristianitfZ 
than |is to be expected in almost any other part of ti; 
jobe ?“ Is this, Sir, a candid statement? Are these it 1 
eb just ? If $0, they will apply to others besid&-; 
the Baptists. Do not the Congregationalists also enjat 2 
the „ free and uncontrolled exercise of their religic 7 
principles.” It cannot be denied, Why may 168 
then expect the same things from them in of voi? 
sentiments, which you require of the Baptists ? I hay: - 
seen, ever, no evidence as yet, that the Baptists « 5 
Rhode. Island do not as conscientiously observe the c 5 
vine institutions, (as they understand them,) as any oth 
Christians. And I believe their churches are as pure © y 
dectrine and dirtipline as many others which, by means &: _. 
worldly power, appear flourishing. 5 ” 
You proceed to ask, % But what is the actual result c 
this experiment? « Alas 1 !” you exclaim, & let the f 
saken, decayed houses of God, let the profaned, 
unacknowledged day of the Lord, —let 3 unread, auff, 
even exiled oracles of divine ruth, et the neglectq*- 
and despis ed ordinances of religion, —let the dear chiſt 
dren and youth, grow — up in the most ble ig, 
norarnice of God, his word, bis sacred institutions,. le 7 
the fd friends of Zion, weeping in secret places, over ber 
derert; her affecting and wide · spread decert around hene 
et the deeply - impressed missionaries, who, in obe = 
dience to the most urgent calls, have been sent by Pd 
baptigt societies into different parts of the Stae—bx 
allowed to testify ! I chore be religion there, is it not alf - 
most wholly confined to those places in which Pzdobag+ 
tist churches are established, and a Pedcbaptict influenty 
has effect ? Witness the late revivals !“ * 
I have thought proper, Sir, to present your very at 
fecting picture entire: and had I no acquaintance with, 
| the State of Rhode-ISand, or no more than 1 imaging? 
the writer of the above para graph has, I might possibſg 
believe the n to be just. — 
T 


. N. : 
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know, I am to consider it as a very incorrect, 
on oh calculated to produce an- opinion 
highly injurious to the respectability of the State, as well 
as to the ON 

You first call to © the forsaken decayed houses of God” 
to t I have no doubt but some of your readers 
have been led from your representation to conelude, that 
1 the Baptists had not a respectable meeting-house in the 
þ State. If they ever had any such, that t were now 

| « forsaken, and falling into decay.” Whereas, it is a fact, 
ö that they have many — houses where the worship 
of God is attended ; and we may add, they 
have one, at least, which surpasses in size and elegance 
_ any in the New-England States. 
of this small State is thinly settled, owing 
W of the 
soil. Here I should i imagine, those houses are seen, 
which some traveller * happened to espy, 
and furnished the outlines picture. However 
this may be, there can be Aer were the 

in every town where they have a decided ma jori- 
ty, to tam all the Pa 1e, to help them build and re- 
pair their houses for — — ans, char” might soon 
t a more r ou add, 

« Let the profaned, day of the Lord” 
testify. s is no n there are numbers in 
the State, who exteem every day alike. A considerable 

ion of the people are of the denomination called 
riends. As to any personal knowledge, I can only say, 
I have spent two Lord's days in different towns in the 
State, and can sincerely declare, I never witnessed more 
good order and decorum in any places wherever attend- 
ed public worship. Three services were attended each 
day, and I do not ebe to have observed (in going or 
returning) either or diversion. 

Shouts it be said, that in some parts of the State it is 
very different; that there are neither meeting-houses 
nor public worship : let it be granted. And do you 
Suppose this is because the people are Baptists ? No, Sir, 
it is because they are not. They may indeed think more 
fivourably of that denomination, than of any other : bu! 
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if they were real Baptists, they would not neglect * 
rembling themgelves per as the manner of come is. 
cannot be insensible, Sir, that we are constantly "de, 
by your denomination, of spending too much time i 
going to meeting. Our week-day lectures and evening 
meetings, are quite prover! _ 85 
But, Sir, were a seriqus Baptist from Wee nua 
to visit the metropolis of Massachusetts, « the head-c 
ters of good principles,” would he not be led, fron;. 
your observations, to suppose that no — would I: 
seen in the streets on Lord's day, unless or rer 
turning from church or meeting ? But he cout? 
scarcely credit his $enses, would he not be ready-to af 
What meaneth this prane of the horces, and thi: * * 
the carriage-wheels i in min 4 6 And should he be ig 
formed, that more horses and carriages of every kind wet 
let to visiting and other parties of pleasure on that daf: 
than on any other in the week, hat would be his as 
whment ? What would he think of the „ influence & 
Pxdobaptist principles 77 would he not suppose then* 
were some besides the ancient Pharisees who could ate} 
at a gnat and rwathw a camel ? , | BY 
The „ wnread and even exiled oracles of truth,” 8 
next invoked to bear their testimony against the Baptist: 
of Rhode-Island. By this description ons would suff, 
pose, that they had treated the Bible much as the four? 
der of their State had formerly been treſted. But . 
presume, aſter all, comparatively few families could 3s 
found in that State which have not a Bibles That this: 
precious book is too much neglected — where, * 
one will de 2 
« Let the neglected * despiged ins of relige 
on speak. the ordinances as they were first 
livired th the 5aints, are too much ne glected, and too ofters. 
despised and ridiculed by gr | 
mentably true. But, Sir, did you ev w the Bapti 
of Rhode-lsland, to carry their opposition $9 far, as whil 
one of your minizters was engaged in admi nistering th 
solemn ordinance of baptism, they should even dare i! 1 
deris ton to baptize a dog *F Or did you ever know thec-, 


? Bee an account of a bapriae in the county of Made 2415 
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to collect near the scene of administration, and discharge 
a number of cannon, with other indecent expressions 01 
derision and contempt ?* It is truly painful to be called 
in this way to repel your ungenerous reproaches, cast up- 
on an unoftending people. PM — 45 

The dear children and youth growing up in the 
most deplorable ignorance of God, his word, his sacred 
institutions,“ are next called as witnesses against the Bap- 
tists. To this I will only say, so far as they neglect their 
children, they deserve the reproof, and I gincerely hope 
they may profit by it. But it seems rather uncandid to 
charge all the ignorance in the State, of all denomina- 
yons, and even of the Nethingarians (as Dr. Morse calls 
a considerable number of the people} to the account of 
the Antipædobaptists. t 


» » If Mr. Worcester «hould be disposed to inquire into the truth of 
” the last mentioned circumstance, he nerd not go out of the county of 
Exscx to ascertain it. | | 
+ Dr. Parish, in his New System of Modern hy,” tells us, 
that many of the people of Rhode- Island can neither nor read,” 
It is said, however, by the best informed lemen of that State, that 
this is not correct. That there are a few of this description is admitted ; 

this is undoubtedly true of tome in most if not all the other States. 
This writer further informs us, that the literature of the State is 
chiefly confined to Newport and Providence. In the latter, he ways, © is 
Browu's College,” [Brown University] “ and at Newport is a flourich- 
ing Academy.” lu noticing the public buildings in Providence, he 
mentions a * Raptist- meeting house, with a loſty and elegant spire,— 
three Congregational mecting-houscs,” &c, How the Doctor happen 
ed to overlook a second Baptist meeting-houusc, particularly as it is 
Within a ſew rods of one of the others, we know not. It is a truth, 
however, that there is a neat, welk-finished housc, in which a re· pecta - 
ble church and society have - 094” ty 1.47 py word and orfinances 
for several years past. It is thought, Mr. Worcester 


| sing 
town of Providence, de Kc. 
this account, no man would suppose that there was more than one 
|-house in the town. Whereas there are five ic chou, a 
grammar-school, connected with the University; beides a number of 
private schools. We may also add, there is a 8 Episcopal 
church (now rebuilding) a mecting - house for F &c. 
la noticing the town of Warren, Dr. Parish says, Here arc a $ocial 
library, a bank, an insurance office, an academy, à printing · office, four 
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« Let the deeply- impressed missionaries, who, in : 
dience to the most urgent calls, have been sent by 5 
dobaptist societies—be allowed to testify]“ It is natz 
ural here to ask, From whom did your societies receive 
these « urgent calls ?? We should presume not from thee 
Baptists; for they are said not to be very partial to your} 
preachers. And that your denomination $hould be it: a 
such deplorable circumstances, is hardly to be accou 

for. We are happy, however, to learn, that your mis 
Sionaries were permitted tb preach, when and where the 
pleased, wit hout molestation or injury, and to return ii 
$afety again to their families. How very different, Sir, 
is this treatment from that experienced by Messrs. Claris 
and Holmes, when making a visit to some of their 1 
ren in this State, who, while engaged in preaching, 
arrested, and poor Holmes committed to prison ; and nd 
long after publickly whipt in a very inhuman manner I 
But I forbear. „ 

You close your description by asking, If there 10 
religion there, is it not ahnost wholly confined to — 1 
places where Pedobaptist churches are established, 
a Pxeobaptist influence has effect ? It would seem by” 
this, as though a © Pxdobaptist influence” is as nec 
to the existence of religion, as the divine influences of 
the Spirit. Alas ! Sir, is it not to be feared, that — 3 1 
is much that passes under the name of religion, which h 
nothing better for its support than this kind of 7 1. 

« The late revivals,” which you call to « witness,! 2 > 
give a greatly preponderating evidence in favour of the; 
Baptists. If the recollection of the past errors of you * 
denomination in persecuting the Bapti>ts should be p- a 5 
ful, you must place the blame wholly to TE own + 


grammar 14bools, a hall for Free-Macons, and two houses for 
ip.” 1 is certainly a 

ge; and cypecially as the — 
fluence” here. ng free ar 
ren, cat) “ write and read” too, ein es support, 2 to Dr. 
a * vocia! hbrary, an academy, and four grammar school.. How 
derful it is, that all this ould come'to and" no other chured 3 


the town exc 2 until within a ſew years past à 8s 
Methodist deen cxeablizhed there 
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count, in having obliged us, in aulſedefence, to bring then: 
again to public view. 

Having finished your note upon Rhode-lsland, you 
again resume your subject; but your feelings appear to 
be wrought up to a tone more suited to declamation 
than argument. Hence, in a most impassioned address, 
you ask, „Shall children, then, and young persons, be 
taught and pereuaded, to despise the holy covenant and 
ordinance of the living God:?“ &c, In this short para- 
graph, you repeat the words © tawght and perguaded” n» 
less than four times over; and then, as if these were not 
Sufficiently In you ask, „shall children thus 
given up, torn away from those churches 
which _—O the solemn vows made for them, and 
bore a part in the tender and holy solemnities f” 

It is hardly possible, Sir, to conceive of a representa- 
wn more distant from the truth, and consequently of 
-one more injurious to the characters of those whom it is 
designed to criminate. Is it consistent with the char- 
acter of an upright Christian, or even of a gentleman, to 
continue, without an ins inuation a an oppo- 
nent, which he has been challenged, in the most solemn 
manner, to prove ? And offer no other reason for its 
continuance only that he « verily believes it true ? How 
long must we be thus slanderously charged. with « per- 
Suading” and « seductively tearing away” from your 
churches the children whom you have baptized in their 
infancy, without their knowledge or consent, merely 
because they conscientiously dissent from you? No, Sir, 
be assured, we neither 9 har nor reduce them; they 
come to us as volunteers. And we know, and we believe 
that you know, that more would come if they 
were not unreasonably hindered. We therefore again call 
u 28 or any, or "all your brethren, to furniad proof 
where a man, woman or child have 
minister of our associated church- 
such 
instance we e ourselves to bring two for one, where 
persons, after having offered themselves to 


le i 
bite baptized 


voluntarily 
join = us, have been not only persuaded, but aboo- 


App. p. 298. 
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lutely hindered from coming.—* And shall all this“ c 
opposition, at once $0 inconsistent with the rights of c 
science, and with that voluntary service which God 4 
quires, „ be dune under the imposing pretencetof doin; 
God service 7 
You proceed next to-what I considered as your © 5 
charge against tlie Baptjsts. They deny,” say yoth 
« and contemn the grace so kindly offered the spl . 
itual renovation, and everlasting zalvation, of the seed {: 4 
the church.” I shall here notice but one thing in yc F 
defence of this article. | After attempting to Show th 
advantages which your children have over the child ty | 
of the Baptists, you commence your fourth paragraph {.F. 
follows : „ Yes, Sir, we of the Pedobaptist faith, if t by 
and faithful, indeed may present our svpplications for ow: 
cluldren, upon a different 1 ing from what the Baptis 5 
do.“ 
consider this rantimentt both incorrect and dangerouł? 
Incorrect, because the gogpel appears not to warrant 85 | 
a distinct ĩon, but to support exactly the contrary, Das 
gerous, because calculated to lead baptized children 47 
think more highly of themselves than they ought tk 
think, If blessings are to be pleaded for our childre= 
on the ground of God's Promise to us as believers, ths 5 
the Baptists have the same ground to plead for tl ; 
children as others have: for I suppose it will not be d 
nied that they are believers, and that their children 8 
the ird of believers. If this be not the « | 
which you would found a plea in behalf of your. c 
dren, then it must be, we conceive, because they ha$? 
been dedicated by baptizm : in this case, a Pædobap 
belie ver would have no more right to plead for his chil 
if it were going out of the world unbaptized, than a Ba LY 
tist would for his. 7 
The following scriptures show thęgentiment to be #: 
correct. | „ Think not to y within Ives, we hath | 
Abraham to our father.” And now alco'the ax is 15 
to the roat of the trees ; and every tree, _—_ stoc 


it might spring from, ) which bring eth on eq 
4 down and care into the fire,” e that be att 
ang 15 Tomy Shall be saved; oy he that & 


N 
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not, shall be damned,” We have before proved both 
Jews and C that they are all under ain. © God 
now all men every where to repent.”  - 

Is there not danger, Sir, of flatteri the vanity, and 
strengt the prejudices of your children, by leading 
them to imagine that they are a great deal better than 
their Baptist neighbours, althougli their lives may be 
equally as irreligious and vain ?* It is matter of grateful 
b pr to every true believer, that © i is not by work; 
11 which he has done, or which his parents 

to his mercy be aueh us, by the 
Law” of reg eneration and renewing of the Holy Ghot,” 

In this connexion you ask, in a nate, © Are you wil- 
ling, Sir, to leave yourself in this way ?” that is, to the 
1 « uncovenanted of God.” I consider every be- 
ever to be interested in the blessings of the new cove- 
nant ; but I know of no covenant engagements between 
God and” unbelievers. We do not feel condemned, for 
not practising as a duty, what we do not find to be com- 
manded ; nor can we distrust the infinite wisdom and 

of God, in withholding the blessings we ask, 
merely because he is not bound by promise. This appears 
to be the sum of your argument from infant baptism. 

6. „The great body of God's visible-professing peo- 
ple, even the mont enlightened and the mait- faithful, for 
hundreds of years, they utterly set aside, as constituting 
no part of the true church of Christ, but only a part of 
Antichrist.“ 

This paragraph I considered as totally unfounded, It 
was alleged that * if any thing could be produced from 
the writings of an individual which might seem to bear 
hard upon the visibility of the Pædobaptist churches, 
this alone would not prove it to be the general sentiment 
of the denomination.” In support of the ce rrectness of 
this statement, I a eg the © writings of the Bapt ists 
from time 1 I thought proper further to de- 
T's hr ny wenn, *or of a Padobaptist 


children of his parish,. 
ptized children ea bis 


— Gy children, if their final destiny depended 
ouch a bigoted judge, 1 


— 
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clare, that *as 6a T had been able to understand th % 
centiments. of our denomination, both in E 
America, they had never denied, that Pædoba 
visible Christians that a number of them united to gether, 
might be considered as a visible church, and > bay a mine 
iser regularly placed over them might be a visible 5 
er of Christ. To this you reply, « Probably, Sir, 
declaration in your whole book has more $ 
astonished your readers, both Pzdobaptists and Antipz«:; 
dobaptists, than this.” I can ascure you, Sir, I have deve! 
heard of the least alarm excited among the Baptists t 
ae of it 3 nor can I see why it shquld be a sub 
astonishment to Pædobaptists. The Sentiment F. 
— believe to be correct, and am under no appreh & 
of having committed myself. I stated explicitly, hoy 
far I contidered their visibility to be defective, The 
we maintain that Pedobaptists constitute “no Part 
the church of Christ, but only a part of Antichrist,“ y 
persist in saying, I do seriously believe.” You furthe&s 
add, «I should no more think of being called upon to pri 
duce prodf of this, than of their (the Baprists) holding % 
close communion.” In order to shew, that it is a matter e Y 
public notoriety, you proceed to ask the moderate numb F 
of twenty questions, which you sum up as follows, 4 
you not, in fine, openly and before the world, call* | 
Judiiacru, and a part of *. Fntichrizt 7” But cany 
do this, apd yet acknow!edge us to be churches of Christ | 
The first of these expressions, you profess to have quo! 
from my, book, with what degree of fairness will be 
by recurring to the Passage, which is as follows ; Whet 
er such an attempt (to blend the Jewish and Christia 
churches to does not rezemble the conduct 
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those judaizing teachers, whom St. Paul, in his epis 
&c. 80 er reprehended, ought to be s - 
wand To some it bas this aspect. This, Sir, is 
from my book, that I have unchurched 57 
th hes, and turned them over to Antichrist 2 
th regard to the latter, as I have no where 
your, churches « a part of Antichrist,“ nor attemptec, 0 
vindicate this idea in any that have, I refer it to you, £ 5 
An 0 it is generous to reproach | me with it. 
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Your questions do not appear to me $0 confounding, 
as I imagine you thought they would. I should esteem 
it an easy task to answer them all, did I not deem it a 
waste of time to do it. I will, however, briefly notice a 
few of them. 4 

Do you not—utterly separate yourselves from our 
sacred communion ?” And what if we do? Did not the 
Protestant Dissenters treat the church of England in 
the same manner? But did they mean by this to sa y, 
that the most enlightened and most faithful” among 
them made no of the church of Christ, but only a 
part of Antichrist ? If it be not lawful to separate from 
a visible church until we are certain that the best of them 
make no part of the church of Christ, I think we shall 
find it difficult to justify a single separation, from the days 
of the Apostles to the present time. Do you not hold 
yourselves at liberty indiscriminately to enter our inclo- 
tures and SEIZE upon our labour, —upon things made ready 
to your hands,” &c. One would be — to suppose 
by this, that the Baptists were a kind of religious ban- 
ditti; who, by force and violence, carried off your mem- 
bers. But you may be assured, Sir, we neither « seize 
upon your labours,” nor profit by them, but in compliance 
with the wishes of those on whom you have bestowed 
them, You further ask, « When any of our members 
are by any means prevailed on to go over to you, do you 
not immediately receive them without any respect to their 
covenant engagements, to their church standing, or to 
the feelings, or privileges, either of their miniſters or 
their brethren ?” I believe, Sir, some of our brethren 
treat the matter much in this way; and they do it upon 
this principle, that it is utterly unavailing to ask your 
churches to dismiss them, as they have almost univer- 
sally refused it. But, Sir, do not your churches do the 
same? Wheneveg a member has gone over to you from 
us, have you treated the subject with any more delicacy ? 
J leave the answer to your own Conscience. Had your 
churches acted the friendly part, and dismissed $uch 
m as conscientidusly dissented from them, it would 


RA 


have altered our procedure towards you. 
With regard to myself, I can, with much pleasure, as- 
ure you, that it has been my uniform practice from the 
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commencement of my ministry, to treat the subject er 
tirely different from your representation. Many of ni$ 
brethren agree witk me in sentiment and practice on th 
"es 7 1 
In proof that we hold your churches to be a part 7 
Antichrist, you proceed to ask, 4 Was there a church d 
Christ at | Sedgwick before the late revolution in th 
place ? It gives me pleasure, Sir, to answer you. I pr, | 
zume that few if any of the Baptists will deny, that theg 
had been a Pædobaptist church in that place, which hat 
solemnly covenanted to take the holy scriptures as the 
only rule of faith and practice.* In gearching these scrig # 
tures, and in hearing them explained, they were led to u; 
derstand them differently from what they once did. A 
cordingly, at a meeting of the church (or covenant; I | 
brethren)| February 28, 1805, they voted unanimous ** 4 
to send for a council of Baptist ministers to come and - 
sist them in the following particulars; viz. To e 
15ter Christian baptism to them; to constitute them ine 
a church upon the primitive Baptist platform; to set over 
them in the Lord the Rev. Daniel Merrill, to be th 8 — 
minister.) The question here, Sir, is fairly this; Ha 
the majority of a church, upon dut conviction, a right.  \ 
change their religious rentiments If they have not, th 
these brethren undoubtedly did wrong, and we 
wrong in assisting them. But to allow this, will impli 
all dissenters, from the days of Luther to the 
time. 2 
But, Sir, I wish to ask candidly, What ought to ha 
deen done in the above case ? These brethren could nig 
without violating their consciences, continue in the prf f 
tice of Peedobaptism. They were fully convinced tł & 
the New Testament required them to be baptized / 
believing, or on a profession of their faith; and that 5 
tism was nothing less than an immersion of the why je. 
body in water. Allowing these, Sir, to have been th | 
real sentiments, could you have continued your fellc } 
Ship to them as a sister church, and as loyal subjects 
our common Lord, merely because they did not put n 
practice what they verily believed to be the will of C 1 


Vid. the Covenant and Articles on which the church firs | "_ 
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Unless you will undertake to say they did not act con- 
scientiously, I presume your ans wer would justify the pro- 
ceediugs at Sedgwick. 

Should you ask again, * But was there an acknowledg- 
ed church of Christ at Sedgwick, or was there not?“ I 
will candidly answer, There had been an « acknowledged 
church” before they changed their sentiments ; but when 
they had —_ to a solemn pause, and had openly con- 
fessed that they could find no evidence in the Bible to 
support the practice of infant baptism, and therefore could 
no longer practise it ; but, as believers, felt the necessity 
of being themselves baptized; I will refer it to you, Sir, 
to determine, whether, in these circumstances, you would 
acknowledge them to be a Pædobaptist church ; 
There might have been a Pædobaptist church in Sedg- 
at the time, for ought I know, but we neither saw 
r heard of any. 

"On the whole, it appears peculiarly unfortunate for 

your argument, that you should fix upon the proceeding: 
at Sedgwick, to prove that we deny the visibility of 
your churches, or that we consider you as making on- 
ly a part of Antichrist. If all your churches were in the 
—.— of that, they would not long be visible. But, 
Sir, your note, as I pas along, requires a moment's atten- 
tion. My former remark, „ That you seemed to be 
much Sante at the proceedings of the Baptists at 
Sedgwick,” will not be disputed I believe by any one 

who reads the following paragraph in your note. 

« Though,” say you, «1 certainly considered your xx- 

ULTING publication of the Sedgwick revolution, as a piece 
of the game 1y3:tem of protelytimm, of which your parade, of 

meetings baptisms, your UNBOUNDED BLAZONING of 

your — and performances, your PERPETUAL PRO- 

CLAMATIONS, of success and increase, and a hundred 
things of a similar nature, are parts,” &c. To this un- 

candid strain of « invective,” I would only say, If your 

cause requires such management in its support, it argues 
that it is in a declining state. 
But, Sir, you have one remark on the revolution at 

Sedgwick, which must be considered prophetic. SED- 
WICK WILL NOT LONG BE TO YOU & VERY PLEASANT 
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$OUND." We confess, that we are wholly i in the 
with respect to- this denunciation, * 
not inzensible, that uncommon exertions 2 
by mag ning Sm > pen order to etfect a c 
revolution. : their success has hitherto ini na * 
ited, as not to occasion any serious alarm. What cha 
es may take place in that, or any other church in futu * 
is only known to Him who teeth * end from the | it . 
Hitherto, we perceive —— in the reccllectiom 
Sedgwick, that is 
But, Sir, you seem, if possible, more deen, 
remarks upon the piece in the Mass. Mag. signed « 
ia.” That my remarks were severe will not be denied 
and I d thought the occasion fully justiſied such 
a mode of treatment. I have ever considered that pia 
as an unmanly, insidious attack upon the reputation * 
_ Baptists 3 a story fabricated for the sole 2 
3 of the weak and credulous, & : 
— to deter — . —.— ee on Bap 4 
tist preachin 2 
That I — writer of the above piece, a . 
* es. is true. „The expression, I r 
ome what « valgar;” I will therefore endeavour to ex 
punge it, should — edition of my book be printec 
I used it i in allusion to P ope Joon, who has often b it 
50 called. 15 
How far your * serious“ remarks, Ta ogy; S 
writer” of 1 « gerious” piece signed Lydia,“ will "be 
to identify the author, I shall not pretend to say. I bee 
lieve that no in Salem has ever been us pected al 1 
making the communication. Therefore, taking it fe 5 | 
granted, that some « serious” brother borrowed the nan 
of « Lydia,” with a view to render the affecting sto n 
more eeply impressive, I have two objections to ente 
against such a mode of procedure, In the first of 
consider it highly i improper, as it approximates to a vid; 
lation of that sacred injunction, Deut. xxil, 5, * — 
woman shall not wear how which pertaineth unto a many 
neither shall a man put on a woman's garment ;. all thai 
de 19 are an abomination unto the Lord t In "F 
second place, I consider it as an ;ndetibleguarh of means 
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ness. Men never disguise themselves in the attire, or 
take the names of females, unless they are going to en- 
gage in some unlawful, disreputable action, in which 

they would be ashamed to be known. With these re- 
marks, I take my leave of the „ serious writer. The 
remainder of this note has been considered in a former 
Letter. 

But to return to the question, Whether we do, or do 
not acknowledge your churches, you add, « But it is pos- 
sible, that after all, you should have in this case a re-orva- 
tion Could you mean that you indeed acknowledge us to 
be churches—but not churches of Christ ? No, Sir, this 
is a meanness that I never was, and I hope never shall be 
guilty of. My professions were open and candid. I told 
you Þ plainly on what ground I could meet you, and where 

* walk with you, and where I could not. I there- 

fore aver the sincerity of what I have written, “ and appeal 
to the ministers of your denomination who have been 
-most acquainted with me, whether my treatment of them 
has not justified my professions. 

I now reply to your 7th charge, that the Baptists te place 
such a stress upon baptism in their mode as to make i 
the subject on which to display their greatest zeal ; thus 
making people believe, in too many instances, that going 
into the water will answer all the purposes of their pre- 
sent comfort, and their eternal salvation.” 

When read this charge in your Discourses, I conclu- 
ded it must have escaped you without due consideration. 
Knowing its injurious tendency, and that it was totally 
unfounded, I thought it my duty to repel it in the most 
pointed manner. After calling upon you by every prin- 
ciple held zacred among men, f to bring forward the proof 
on which your accusation was founded, I certainly had 
a. right to expect you would either furnish the proof, or 
give up the charge. But what can I think of the man, 
who deliberately continues the slanderous assertion, with 
no other tosupport it, than when asked, whether «he 

tan believe the above charge to be true,” answers, (4 Yes, 
Sir, I can; and declare it too, as sol , as if at the 
bar of our common Judge!“ Alas ! Sir, ere has your 
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tist minister of regular standing comes among you, instead 
of treati him ee ; and chowing yourtelf dür, trea 
him as a „by inviting him to your pul- 
pit, and to your Kody and attend on his ministry con- 
stantly while among your people. In the second place, 
advise your own people not to a dispute with him 
upon the of baptism, but to hear him quietly, and 
prof if they an by hs labour, and I him depart in 
peace. But, Sir, if you think best to pure a different 
line of conduct, and sound an alarm the moment a preach- 
er of our denomination comes among you; if your peo- 
ple choose to introduce the subject of baptism ; depend 
upon it we shall feel ourselves * in vindicating our 
Sentiments. 
Let us, for a moment, take another view of the subject. 
Perhaps there is rarely, if ever, a reformation in our day, 
"when the attention is more closely drawn to religious sub- 
jects, but what some are led to question infant Peri 
and others, wholly to disbelieve it, without either hearin 
Baptist preach, or conversing with any of them upon t 
zubject. You know, Sir, and e 
the ministry know, bow many in your churches have 
been tried on this point. If you have had nothing of it 
among the people of your charge, you have escaped bet - 
ter than yo brethren in "Wigs are not unac- 
quainted your jealousies and on this head, nor 
8 8 in favour of our sentiments. 
Considering 60 under which 
— wy I rel conſe, $i Sir, it is with a degree a6 
astonishment t peresed your next 
L can hardly conceive it possible, that you s ae 
grossly misrepresent our known and avowed ens 
than you have done, « Many,” say you, « within my 
have been the instances of persons under seri- 
ous awakenings, whose attention has been turned by the 
preaching or conversation of Antipzdobaptists, from sub- 
jects * most connected with their eternal 
salvation, to the subject of going into the water, as if this 
were of the first and highest concernment.” You further 
add, „Many are the instances of persons in these solemn 
circumstances, to whom representations have been made, 
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as if by 1 going into the water, they N immediately FIND | 
PEACE.” e 
In reply to this injurious statement, we will only say, 
that w2 never heard such a centunent advanced dy a Bap-! + 
tist 3 and we feel safe in challenging the world to bring af, 
zingle instance where any person acknowledged as a B 
tist has avowed such a $entiment, And, Sir, (you will: 
excuse the plainness) I must tell you, chat ou certainly”? 
know that your representation is not only different um 
but in the very face of our known sentiments and 2 
tant practice. Nay more, should any person apply for 
baptigm, under the false immpression, that « by y going 
into the water they would immediately find peace,” I ant; 
bold to say, that no minister of qur denomination could * 
be found, who would administer to such a person. Th [3 
very mentioning of such a motive would be a sufficie 
objection to their being admitted; It is true, we do not 
pretend to know the heart, and hence may possibly bapy*= 
tire zuch ag are not truly converted. But, Sir, to 83 "i 
that we represent to persons under serious awakenings, 
'> that Lo, going into. the water they will find immediate 
peace,” is as distant from any thing known to us, as mately. 
ter of fact, as light is from darkhess. Þ 
Could an instance be found, (which, with all due def 
erence to your character. must pay, I very much doubt}; 
in which a. person had been perzuaded | into tbe water in; 
expectation of u finding immediate peace,” it would still b 
insufficient to justify your charge, which. is made ny 
very general terms, as though this were our us 
practice. But is it not an avowed-rentiment. with many}: 
of your denomination, that it is the duty of. all _ 
Sons seriously inclined, (and are not some urged who arg, 
not very serious) to come up to all the ordinances ? Butſ 
Sir, we utterly discard the sentiment,. by whogasoever* 
advocated. Were a minister of our denomination te: 
adopt such a sentiment, he would be immediately dis: 
owned by us; and if even a private Christian were found 
guilty of Such imprudent conduct, he would be subject 2 
to severe reprook. 7 
When the foregoing charge against the Baptists wn 
first advanced in Kg Discourses, I thought it my duty= 
7 
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to repel it, and call on you for proof. This I did in a 
manner which left no room to doubt but that you would 
either honourably retract the sentiment, as merely rest- 
ing on report, or support it by sufficient testimony. 
But——you have done neither: and yet you continue 
the slanderous charge, and « golemniy declare that you 
believe it to be true I as « solemnly” declare that ! 
believe it to be wholly unfounded. It is impossible for 
me to believe otherwise, without proof. If the charge 
you have brought against us, and still persist in, without 
producing any kind of proof, when called upon by the 
sacred principles of honour and religion, does not amount 
to glander in the common acceptation of the word, the 
public will do you justice. To that tribunal I cheerfully 
z$ubmit the decision. 

Your remarks upon what I said in reply to your charge 
against the Baptists, of « delusion,” in pretending to 
PF follow Chriu in his baptism, by sapposing that we might 

with as much propriety, undertake to “ fast forty days 
in the wilderness, or ride on an ass to Jerusalem,“ &c. 
are too trifling to require a serious answer. I would just 
observe, however, that in introducing this E. 
instead of giving my sentiment fairly, you have added a 
word by which my meaning is wholly perverted. You 
are pleased to say, “Christ's baptism, as you yourself 
acknowledge, was undoubtedly of an import altogether 
different from that which he afterwards instituted for 
his followers.” By adding the word « altogether,” you 
have given a meaning widely different from what I con- 
veyed. To differ in me respects, and to be a/together 
different, cannot mean the same thing: the former is 
the utmost that can be inferred from my statement. 

Although this Letter is already extended to an unusual 
length, I must beg your indulgence while I notice one 
other topic of argument, which you have thought proper 
to employ, in vindication of your treatment of the Bap- 
tists. I refer to the use which you inform the public we 
make of the word « cution.“ | 

In the beginning of the Letter which I am answering, 
you implicitly tell the public, that I have « denounced 
your serious representations, as bitter * invectives, and 
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the effusions of a . spirit. 7 the closin | 
bern ö It 


E y yonr meaning, It js 
an uncommon thin you, « tor — when 
ed with argument, - c!2ar exposure of their 
2 cry out Persecution| ” This they find a very cone: 
venient way to parry the force of argunpents and ta 
awaken in their favour a popular ympathy.) And add 
« This, Sir, give me leave to say, you appear very per 4 
— to understand.“ I have no doubt, Sir, but on-: 
this, your friends have exclaimed with one role Me 
Nin dictu !* - 3 
Considering the tolemmity under which you profess tr: A 
write; will * not astonish even your Pædobaptist 1 | 
ren, when I solemnly assure them, that as * perfectly Se” 
I understand” this business, I have never im a ringle in, 
Hance avdiled m of ruch a refuge as fbi in order . 
« parry off the force of your arguments.” No, Sir, the: 
thought neyer entered my heart; nor have I foun# 
your arguments $0 very pressing, as to require such © 
btertuge in order to escape them. 25 
I do not recollect to have used the word but once 0 4 
the whole of my anima{lversions upon your Di 4 
and then I er it from you, and was $ : 
careful| to you credit for it. The sentence _ 
thus, Wit Null gov displaying any thing like a $pirit ez 
persecution, or even of nocharitablenen. (see page 7 
Mr. Worcester proceeils to say, &c.“ Here, Sir, 
brought into view the word perzecution, merely becaus 
I could not give the gentence complete without. Bi 
did you not perceive, and must it not be obvious to eve 
person who has read my book, that it wag not the was 
« persecution,” but Incharitablenese ” alone which 
animadverted upon, and for the sake of which I * 
the sentence? 4 Sir, you have the assurance to &F 
the public, (while complaining of us for making 60 inroſ ds 
upon your churches,” and triumphing in the spoils whi; 
we bear off) no soonerꝰ gay you, do we attempt any 4 
fence of ourselves, and what we believe to be the cause 3f 
truth and of God, than you immediately renort to the 5 
of * persecution e Will you be so good, Sir, as to 
out the instance ? 
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I must think, 4g whenever you will permit your- 

self calmly to review the ground on which you were led 

to make this unwarr assertion, that you will feel 

the most pungent conviction, that in your zeal to sup- 
port your cause, you have most shockingly perverted the 
sentiments of your o nt. 

From the manner in which you have introduced one 
of your remarks on this point, I conjecture you might 
have reference to an observation in my address to the 
Baptists, in the last pa page of my book. In noticing 
the treatment of R Williams, who in the dead of 
winter was — Fom the Massachusetts, and driven 
over to the Savages, and forbid, on pain of death, to re- 
turn! I indeed styled him our * perzecuted Ancestor, 

+ This thing war not done in a corner. Was this, Sir, perse+ 
cution, or was it not ? If bir, together with the numer- 
instances which annually occur, wherein the Bap- 
| zuffer imprisonment, or the qpoiling of their goodi, for 
" refusing to pay to the support of religious teachers from 
whom they conscientiously dissent, are the Hud of ar 1 
ments with which you « attempt to defend yourselves, it 
would not be if we should resort to the cry 
of perrecution.” Surely appret tion maketh a uiii man mad." 
Whatever complaints we make of the foregoing treat- 
ment, we never have considered your. fair arguments a5 
tion. 

I now take leave of your XXIII“ Letter, in which 
your medest Reviewer tells the public, Mr. Worcester re- 
pels the charges of Dr. B. in a manly and dispassionate 
Style, which, if ar nts or. facts could avail, we should 
think would go towards making the Doctor repent 

chat he is an author.“ These 4 facts and arguments“ 
have now been briefly. noticed, and an impartial public 
will judge how far they are calculated to produce the 
above repentance. 
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I: am, dear Sir, 


Respectfully yours, &c. 
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REV. AND DEAR SIR, 


I HAVE, at length, arrived at your c 
on which I hasten to make a few remarks, 
pose to take my leave of you for the present, * 

You inform us, that, in your Discourses, [you © had | 
occasion to state, that the Anabaptists, or Antipzdobap- 2 5 
tists, are a sect of modern date; that they had their origi Fe 
zome time after the tion under Luther and 
vin.” Were we to admit this statement to be = =5Þ 
(which, however, is far from 9 2 it conclude ine 
us any more against an you trace your ori. 
gin any further back yon the reformation by Lather,..// 
without g info the papal communion in its most cor- 
rupt state? And if considered as a distinct n 
of Pædobaptists, is not your sect of a m later date > 
than ours ? If our being a * modern tert is an . 
tha wo are mat right, then you being a more -— 
Sect, is an still stronger that you are not right % 
If the ol the German Anabaptists from Luther: 
proves them to be wrong, will not the dissenting Ronde 
ancestors from the church of England, equally prove 
them to be ? The fact is, those called Anabaptiath” 
at the time of the reformation, dissented from Luther;. 
upon the $ame. principles which be dissented from 4 
Pope; i. e. because they thought he did not reform abs | 
that was amiss in that corrupt church. (835 4 

Vou proceed, though with much — reluctance; ; 
to say, « Unpleasant as the fact is, it ou not to biz 
diccembled, that the history of your 3 is easit:- 
traced back to the German Anabaptists, who „ret mad: 
their appearance at Munster about the year 15 22, a and. 
which, by their wild irregularities, gave so much troub i? 
to Luther and his worthy associates; but further back; 
than this it cannot be traced.” I hese, my dear Sir, an. 
bold assertions, which are much easier made than proves; 
Were you to attempt to trace the history of the Englis/; 
or American Baptists back. to the German 6 
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believe you would be as much puzzled to find the * links" 
by which were ever united, as we should be to prove 
our descent the churches of Piedmont. But, Sir, 
let us suppose the worst, that we really did originate from 
the « Madmen of Munter; and that the other reform- 
ed churches originated from the corrupt, perecuting 
church of Rome, which, to say the least, is equally true; 
and what have you more to boast of than we? Our 
churches are as unlike to those German fanatic),” both 
in principle and practice, as your's are to ” papal church, 
On the whole, we have much reason to felicitate our - 
selves that our history stands so fair, that during the 
space of almost three hundred years, 2 can be 
found with which we may be justly reproach 

has been the peaceable, orderly walk of our „ = 
that no instance of disloyalty or rebellion against civil 
3 „ nor any act of persecution towards those who 
us, can be laid to our charge. 

— pon eames derives any advantage from the 
repetition of this ghostly story of Munster, we certainly 
would not wish you to « dissemble,” for the sake of 
sparing our feelings: for after the hints which you have 
we have nothing to fear from the remainder. It 
should be remembered, however, that every story has f2wo 
sides to it. 

As neither your readers nor mine have all of them 
the advantage of examining ecclesiastical history for 
themselves, it may be proper to subjoin a sketch from 
Dr. Mosbeim, who will not be thought very partial to 
our denomination. This will show, how different his 
views of the origin of this people were from your's. 

« The true origin,” saith he, © of that sect which ac- 
quired the denomination of Anabapticts, by their admin- 
istering anew the rite of baptism to those who came over 
to their communion, and derived that of Mennonite, 
from the famous man to whom they owe the greatest 
part of their present felicity, is H1D 1N THE REMOTEST 
DEPTHS OF ANTIQUITY; and is of consequence extremely 
difficult to be ascertained.“ No, says Mr. Worcester, it 
can be « easily traced back to the German Anabaptists, 
but further back than this it cannot be traced.” Ibis, 


: 
: 
[ 
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to he ture, was e the remotest depths of antiquity. „ 
This uncertainty,” continues the Doctor, « will Z fc 
appear 'surprizing, when it is considered, that rh 
Harted up, all of a sudden, in srveral countries, at i; 
SAME / POINT OF TIME, under leaders of different tale*% 
and different intentions, and at the very, PERIOD 
the first contests of the Reformers with the Roman 1 20 
tiffs drew the attention of the world, an 2 
pens of the learned, in such a manner as to rendeß 
other objects and incidents matters of indifference.” ill 
The modern Mexnonites,” continues this au : 
not only consider themselves as the descendants of 
Waldenies, who were $0 rievausly pre and per xe, 4 
by the despotic heads of the Roman church; ly e- 
tend, moreover, to be the yUREST gipring of beste 
spectable sufferers ; being equally averse to all ales 
of rebellion, on che one hand, and all suggestions of fas at- 
icism on the other. 1 
„Their adversaries, on the contrary, represent trom _ 
as the descendants of those turbulent and furious F 
baptists, who, in the vixteenth century, involved (x 


province of Wevtphalia, in such scenes of blood, per} : ot 
ity and distress.“ 5 
« After having examined these two different accu, 
continues the same writer, ) of the origin of the 15 
baptists, with the utmost attention and impartialiſf z, 


to truth.“ 2 
« It may be | wal FP in the first place, that the Sr 
nonites+}; are not entirely mictaken when they boast of ei 
descent from the Waldenies, PetrobFussians, and (tz 
ancient zects, who are usually cbnsidered as wit 
the truth in times of wniverzal dart nett and supe 
Before the rise of Luther and Calvin, there lay conce- 
in almost all the countries of Europe, particularly 
bemia, Moravia, Switzerland, and Germany, many: T's | 
ons who! adhered N. to the following dc 4 ne, 


> ; jon. 


%* . 


* Dr, Mosheim lived within 200 years of this heriod. 
Or Anabaptirts ; for he coniders them one. 
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maintained, some in a more di , and some in a more 
open manner, Viz ; Th the ge of Curt, or the 
vicible church he had ertablirhed upon earth, was an arrembl; 
of true and real caints, and ought . 
to the wicked and unrighteous, and alto exempt from all that 
institutions which human muggeits, to oppoze the 

«5 of iniquity, or to correct and r trangres/ors, 
This maxim is the true source of all the peculiarities that 
are to be found in the religious doctrine and Aline of 
the Mennonites,” * 

Who does not see in the above, the exact creed of the 
modern Baptists ? If the church be © an ae m of 
TRUE AND REAL Saints,” then, according to your senti- 
ments, it could not admit infants ;; for you do not believe 
them to be such. 

But, Sir, the most remarkable article in this part of 
your Letter, is, your attempt to make Dr. Gill acknowl- 
edge, that . from the eleventh century back to the fourth, 
he was not able to find one instance of an opposer to in» 
fant baptism. In a note at the bottom of the page you 
are pleased to say, Had Mr. Merrill turned to the 26th 
page of Dr. Gill's Answer to Mr. Clark he might have 
pared himself the trouble of denying that Dr. Gill had 
ever made this concession, and of charging me with 
falsehood in the case.” 

I have Dr. Gill's Answer now open before me; but 

ing a different edition, I cannot turn to the page to 

you refer. I presume, however, the pa is 
now under my eye. In this, Dr. Gill, adopting it as the 
of his opponent, says; It is abrerved that a 
large stride-is taken by me from the eleventh to the fourth 
century not being able in the space of more than six 
hundred years to one instance of an o of in- 
fant baptism.“ These are not Dr. Gill's words, but Mr. 
Clark's inference. Nor can we perceive that he concedes 
to their correctness. For after assigning the reasons for 
there being so few opposers, during that period, he adds, 
« yet there-were come in the — — of Piedmont EVEN 
FROM THE TIMES OF THE APOSTLES, AND DURING 
"THIS INTERVAL, as learned men have observed, that 


* Vol. iv, Vid. article Anabaptists. 
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bore their testimon 
practice; among w 
one.” The 


against corruptions in doctrine J | 
this of infant | 
to which Mr. Clark 


to be the : after showing that hive. was no 
ing in the of the two first centuries, in fat r. 
of infant the Doctor adds, * the truth of A 
matter is, that infant ba tim was moved for in the 4 
century, got — establishment in the fourth 43 
fifth ; and $0 led until the time of the r f 


Though, tl these several centuries, there wi 3 
testimonies borne to adult baptism ; and, at several — n 2 | 
certain persons rose up and opposed infant bay = 
The public will now judge how far Dr. Gill bas: 
ceded | the point which you contend. — | 

If, Sir, there were none who opposed infant baptſ aa 
from the fourth to the eleventh century, how hall 66 
account ſor the ted decrees of councils d , 7 
this period, against such opposers ? One article of 
council of Mela, held in the fifth century, is in the {+ 0 
lowing words; „ Also it is the pleasure of the bishopyz 
order, that whosocever denieth that infants newly bori "If 
their mothers are to be baptized ; or saith that bapt;.ar 
is administered for the remission of their own sins, yt 
not on account of original sin derived from Adam, and to 
be expiated by the laver of regeneration, be . anather } 
accuritd.” The first part ot this decree, clearly Sug * 
zes that some denied that infants newly born were td © 
baptized. And the latter, that others, as the Pelagi 
denied that could wash away original sin. 

Again, in the sixth century, by the Council of 
in the archbighopric of Tarragona, it was decreed, t 
such as had fallen into the prevarication of — = 
they should return to the church, should be receive . 
the Council of Nice had enacted.”+ Indeed the firs 5 
clesiastical canon in Europe for the baptigm of babetz 
believe was passed in the year 514, by a * — 
sed of a few Spanish bishops, who met at Girona in Q- 
alonia, and framed and zubscribed ten rules of Jig: 


* Scrmony and Tracts in wo vols. Lond. edit. quarts, p. 270, 4 7 
+ Concrtins knabrnsr. An. DXXIV. Can, ix. De his qui in te” 
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t «to baptize Cate- 


234 


pline.“ The fourth is an 
chumens only at Easter and entecout, Except in cages of 
sickness. In the fifth they , « in case infants 
were ill, fs burger, gue rm if they 
were offered, to baptize them, even though it were the 
day they were born.” This agreement was binding only 
on such as assented to it. 


But Charlemagne carried the "RC further, and 
m A. D. ene ects, o yin 
of death, to be baptized themselves! And « by hea 


fines obliged them, to baptize their children within the 
year of die birth.“ 

Taking these things into 3 and is it at all 
$1 that such as dared to think for themselves dur- 
ing these years of Antichristian darkness and terror, should 
keep concealed ? n | 
successful opposition to papal corruption, « they 
Started up, all of a sudden, in several countries at the tame 
point of time, under leaders of different talents and in- 
tentions.” | 

We do not congder ourselves obliged to shew where 
the true church was, during what is called the dark ages, 
any more than you are. But one thing we are free to 
say, we have no to — the corrupt. 
5 bloody church of Rome, as the true church of 

rist, for the sake of relieving the difficulty. If you 
are disposed to own that as the church of God, merely 
because it practised infant baptism, you are entirely wel- 
come to every advantage which — a relation will afford 

Although Christ has assured us, that Ge gates of 
bell chall not prevail again his church ; yet he has taught 
us with equal certainty, to expect a e from the 
faith; and that the day of Christ should not come, excep! 
there chould come a Falling away rut, and that MAN OF sI 
be revealed, the tn of perdition, This was undoubtedly 
the period to which Christ alluded, when he said, 7hey 


hall þ put you out of the yd ; the time IIA Y that 
ephorrever N jo will will think * doeth God tervire. 


Much — reasoning, Sir, in this as well as in most 
of your other Lonters, goes upon the supposition, that the 


* Alberti _— garpnia Colonia, In Robinson 
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church, for two thousand years before Abraham, 
about the tame time after, before the coming of & At ah 
and for fifteen hundred years from the commencemdi i 
the Christian disponsation, was decidedly a Pæ fie 
church. Nothing, however, can be Fokker rata 
truth than such a supposition. There are no more 5 
ces of a virible church from Adam to Abraham, that 
to be found among those who were called heretics c 1 : 
the dark reign af Antichrist. That a large body of jew 
ple, with the Pope at their head, were in the practi Lot 
infant baptism at the time of the reformation, and 
called themselves the only true church of Christ, wi 
be denied. But I have always supposed that Prot N 
denied their claim. If there were any other Pædob I Lin 
church before the reformation, you can ondoybredly? fell 
us where it was. 

It is true, Sir, that we cannot admit, what you call « 
lateness of our origin, and smallness of our numb 7 joy 


an argument of any great weight against our peculiaz4+n-. 
15 bf 


? 


4 


5 
HC 


timents. The first we consider as wholly —— 14 
and the last without force. For if the smallness of Bur 
numbers, compared with you, will destroy the crediſ 7 uy 
of our being the true followers of Christ, then the s 
ness of the number of the Protestants, compared wi q 
papal church, will equally prove ag their pe&lic 
zentiments. 11 
I had occasion in my Appendix to renal, that © 


, 
often been urged as an argument in favour of the n dist- 

ian religion, that it made its way at first againg the "4 
ing, power, and policy of the world, by the inst. en- 
tality of a few illiterate fichermen,” Does not this ts 2 
ment, I asked, cast its full weight into the scale ji; fa- 
vour of our distinguishing sentiments, if the obsetf tion 
of our brethren respecting us be just # # So, then? Fyou 
exclaim, « the whole body of Christian professors, þ 3 
sed to your dimtinguiabing renti mente, are to be accagr 
as the world!“ A very ex conclusion . D. 
I say a single word about the great body of Christia 3; 
fessors? Or, do vou consider all the world as bel I 
to this body ? This is not the first instance in whi 
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ing in a spirit of candour. And notwithstanding I said 
the wrd, you have gone on insisting that, by this ex- 
pression, your churches were intended. And as though 
this were not sufficiently severe, you have coupled it with 
the word « Antichrist,“ as used by Mr. Merrill. The 


3 will judge whether this is treating your opponent 


fairly. 

In my closing address to my brethren, I did indeed say, 

© Unto you it it given in the 1 of Chriaty met only to be- 

Leue on him, "4 a also to 5 ale.“ This unques- 

tionably,” say you, © is t — and exclusive char- 

acteristic of the true e and church of God,” 1 
„Sir, you will then in —— allow, that we have some 

clam to the character of the true people of God. 

In R I had no 

reference to your * fair scriptural ar as the 
source of our sufferings ; but to an _— ; 
which has often been employed against ths 
which I stated « in language Sufficiently explicit,” dom 
understood. 
Your quotations from Mr. Merrill I am not in the 
least concerned to answer; nor do I consider myself ac- 
countable for any particular expressions which he. has 
thought proper to use. 

You in a very impassioned manner to inquire, 

« Where, Sir, was your denomination, where your An- 

tipxdobaptist church, during the four thousand years 

which ed the of Messiah?“ Truly, Sir; ; 
and where was your P ist church during this pe- 
riod ? All the Patriarchs, beyond a doubt, were Pædoba 

tists, although Pædobaptism had never been heard of ! 

Noah and his family are mentioned by the Apostle Pe- 

ter as having unintentionally passed through a kind of 

figurative bapticm : but then, unfortunately you, it was 
- $0 ordered that no infants were included i in this baptism. 
Had there been a single infant in the ark, I have no 
doubt it would have — considered as decisive proof in 
favour of Pxdobaptism. 

But you proceed to ask, W Where was your Antipzdo- 
baptist <hurch ; in the primitive ages after Christ, when 
no one was ever known or heard of, who denied infant 
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im Permit me, Sir, to ask, was your |. 
itt church during the T114Rn oF CH and his As 
fs, daes inﬀance enn be found af the by * 
of an ? 15 
You go on to make the same inquiries from the 1 1 
to the eleventh century, and again quote what you: tal 
Dr. Gilt's concession. I have already Shown the infor 
rectness of this statement. In 
That Piedobaptism very generally prevailed during 
period, | believe no apc will deny. But no regfif 
miccession of it can be traced, but in a church with vH 
I skould suppose you would not be very ROS of cla: 
ing relation. | 
Put, Sir, your next interrogatory provi a very c 
ous specimen of Pædobaptist succession. Where as 
your Antipedobaptist church in the of the refr- 
mation, chen Luther and Melancthon, in and Zorn 
glius, with their intrepid coadjutors, beat down the 
warks of Antichrist, and carried terror and dismay to 
very seat of the beast ?“ Pray, Sir, who do you Ts | 
by Amichrist? Was it not the Pædobaptist c 
Rome? And by the beast, do you not mean the 
crowned gow». at the head of that church ? 


time ; 
Your ent in these inquiries, is in 
character with the rest of your book. You have 
careful to mention the four thousand years which pre 
al the coming of Christ, when we do not pretend 4.1 
there was any Baptist church, in any proper sense, iſt f- 
tence. You then very cautiously step over the an 
riod in which we have any infallible history of the g Mt 
church, aud ask, „Where was your Anti > | 
church in the primitive ages after Christ, when * 
was ever known or heard of, who denied infant d. 
Why not ask, « where was it in the days of Christ a 
Apoxstes,” when no one ever heard of an infant's b 
tized At this period, Sir, a church of baptized b 
stands contessed on the acred pages ; not the 'h 
mtimation of a single infant « connected” with it. 
vaid, If any man hall add unto there things, God bull as 
2 


ade 
8 


£ 
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bim the plagues that are turitten in this book.* Again you 
77.7... 2s ths 
sixteenth. How happens it that you make no inquiries 
after the « Anti ptist church” during this period ? 


Were you ive you-would be pointed to the val- 
lies of Piedmont To the WaLDExsts, and PETROBRUS- 
SIANS ? ptism was undoubtedly too manifest 


during this period, to answer your purpose. Your pru- 
dence in passing it over in silence cannot be im 
Again you ask, Where was your Antipzdobapi 
church, in the times of the bloody ions whi 
succeeded the reformation, when millions of faithful con- 
ſessors, in different parts of „ laid down their lives 
the ward of God, and for the testimony of —.— Chriat #! 
the Baptists, Sir, did not share so largely in the hon- 
ours of persecution, we are happy to know, that they 
were never found in the ranks of the tors. But 
it may be asked, By whom were these © intrepid reform- 
er persecuted ? If I can understand your ent, it 
must be answered — By that very church, which, with all 
its corruptions, you consider as the pillar and ground of the 
truth, from the rise of Antichrist until the reformation 
by Luther commenced ! Yes, Sir, from the days of 
Constantine to the present, the greater part by far who 
have suffered martyrdom, or have been otherwise perse- 
cuted, have suffered by those of the « Pedebaptict faith,” 
Pray, Sir, do not complain; your persecutions have come 
from that very church from which you seem proud to 
claim your descent. 

Where in fine,” you ask, © was your Antipzdobap- 
list church, when our pious and venerable ancestors aban - 
doned their native country, and, surmounting all the dif- 
ficulties of the ocean and of the wilderness, heroically 
. the standard of the cross in this new world ? 

that glorious enterprize it had no share.“ 

I trust, Sir, I «ufficientiy venerate the of those 

ious men; nor would I willingly disturb their ashes. 
is it not an affecting evidence of the power of prej- 
udlice, and of the weakness of human nature, that they 
should have supposed that this western continent was 
wade exclusively for Pædobaptists? Is it not perfectly 
: Kev, X, 18 
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enlarged notions of civil and religious 

1 were doing God service, by hang 
the Quakers, and banishing the 12 355 

ed to enjoy equal privileges with themselves ? „ 

Your following observations are in the same 
and as little to the point, as they all go upon this 
sition, that I have denied that 2 
part of the true church of God 3 a supposition 
without foundation. I have, in my former l 
in the most unequivocal manner, stated the conti wy: 
. it is to no purpose for you to conjure up this an 

of 4traw, for the sake of showing how adroitly you tan 

him. wy 

In view of your preceding remarks, you proc 7 to 
ay; * at anyrateI envy not Jour situation.“ I am 
sible, Sir, our situation is not very enviable to uch 47 
seeking worldly power and grandeur. Many of ou 
cieties are small and poor; and I am sorry to baxſ Pe- ä 
casion to add, that in many instances they are eNd- 
ingly oppressed by your denomination, by being Au 
pelled to pay to the support of ministers from wy MN 
they have conscientiously dissented- Yes, Sir, you An- 
not be 1 t, that even in this enlightened State, ice 
a year rolls round, without witnessing some instanc(% of | 
this kind of oppression. The members of our sockpes 
are still dragged to prison, or their goods sold at pfl 
auction, for the support of ministers whom they * 
tiously refuse to hear. 15 ; 

You are pleased to call the present an « age of & { 
sion and error ;” but as it respects this country, I ust 
it will de acknowledged, that it is a age of uncom Fon 
mercy. There have been probably more revivals of tilig- 
ion in this land, and more general efforts made both 
and throughout the whole Christian warld for the end 
of the gospel, than at any former period. 

But you geem determined by some means or oth to 
carry your point. At one time, you argue agai ins; xhe a 
correctness of our sentiments, from the smallne;# of 
our numbers; and if we greatly t ingrease,” it 4 
you not the t impression iu our favour ; "Ws is 2 


« you have been taught to expect, that in these Ja and 

perilous timer, errors of all kinds will prevail.” At anoth- 

er time you us with having done 80 little for 
the promotion of «the cause of truth and religion: and 
if we make any uncommon exertions, then you are ready 
to accuse us of a spirit of ytism. 

In the first ages of Christianity, when it was unaided 
by worldly power, it made its way wholly by its own in- 
trinsic evidence. Its gaining ground under these circum- 
Stances, has ever been considered as one of the most unan- 
swerable arguments in its favour. In applying this mode 
of reasoning to us, you are pleased to say 3 & So far then 

from considering your increaze, in this period of the world, 

as an evidence in your favour, I really consider it as hold- 
ing a place e. many evidences against you.” Is 
this any proof of the matter! ? You further add, I expect 
you will increase, as I expect other erroneous denomina- 
ions to increase, until a day than the present 
ball dawn upon the church and the world.“ You may 
rest assured, we have nothing to fear, but every thing to 
hope, from doch a day as that. 

rejoice with you, Sir, « in the confidence, that Christ 
still reigns upon the holy hill of Zion.” Not indeed the 
old Jewish hill of Zion; but the Mount-Zim of the gos- 
pel, to which the believing Hebrews were come.“ Fhe 
church « which from the beginning God was graciously 
pleased to vet as tal upon his heart,” F Should really 
imagine embraced something more than the Pædobaptist 
communion. To all the blessings and privileges of this 
sacred Mount, my heart, Sir, most sincerely bids you 
welcome. 

I blame you not for censuring what you deem to be 
erroneous in the Baptists ; wie Prawn excuse you for 
charging us with what we i solemnly and uniformly 
disavowed, and for persisting in the ungenerous accusa- 
tion, after being challenged ro exhibit x ca proof. + 

With peculiar pleasure F reciprocate your professions 
of friendsbip to our denomination. -If indeed you i most 
$acredly cherish and cultivate the spirit of brotherly 
kindness towards those of our denomination, (and. I trust, 


# Heb, xii. 22. ; + See App, p. 398. 


LETTER | XXIV. Nas 
say you, there are many) who really love our Lord Ie 
Christ, and are sincerely, though under a misguideg. in- 
fluence, seeking the honour of his name, and the advatiie 
ment of his cause.“ This spirit, you add, 1 ve 4 
ever professed, and this spirit, as my people will ar 
me witness, I have ever, both in public and in pri 2e, : 
endeayoured to promote.” While reading these t 
—— I almost forget that you have ever said an 

unpleasant thing against me, or the Baptists, ol wilt 
imagine that — are 2 brethren. I cannot, I 
entertain a sentiment, $0 derogatory to your honour {5 8 2 
man of piety, and so utterly subversive of the lauf, of 
Christian charity, as to apply to you the following obf Fr 
vation, which I am pained to state, I met with befor; I 
had finished the 7th page of your book. PROFESSIONS, 
indeed, you have been pleared to ADVANCE MANY and N 
will oth, 7. I trust, be duly appreciated.” Fl: 
I hatten, Sir, to correct a mistake of yours, whicir 
find on your last page but one one. From several intit;4- 
tions in your book, as well as in Mr. Merril's,” say vu, 
« the uninformed public might be led to conclude, tit 
there had been a great falling away of my yoogle (0.51557 
denomination z that those who remain are in a wa 
unsettled state.“ Sir, you have totally mistaken mes 1 
have not designedly © intimated” any such thing. Br 
had not the least reference to your particular 'E 
any thing which I said ; but to * your brethren' of m 
Pædobaptist persuasion. «© Intimations of this sort I 
did not make without suſſicient reasons; but they M 
not meant to apply particularly to your church. 26 
I am happy to learn that your health is restored 20 
confirmed. I pray God to have you in his holy $1: 
ing, and that your health may never more be impaitth 
by fruitlessly ee. to defend error. Should yz * 
1 called upon to reply to these Letters 
you, before you commence the work, to ref 1 
e. whether you are not actually opposing | 
blessed Jesus in his own institution; oh whether, 0 
the end, you may not be found even to fight against Gif, 
If what I have written showld produce no convicti>iz” 
in your mind, nor in the minds of your brethren, of ti . 
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inconclusiveness of your $, in su of infant 
baptism, I know of nothing which I lay before 
you, which would be likely to have that effect. My 
present thought therefore, is, that I shall write no more 
upon the subject. But I know not how duty may appear 
hereafter. I consider myself the servant of the church 
for Christ's sake. f | 
Though conscious of much im 
| ner in which I have conducted my side of the contro- 
4 versy, I have the fullest confidence that the cause which 
4 I have endeavoured to defend, is TRUTH, and therefore 
will finally prevail. To the blessing of Almighty God, 
I humbly commend these feeble efforts ing that be 
would succeed them for the pulling down of error, and 
for the establishment of apostolic order and purity in all 
the churches. 
In writing the preceding Letters, I have been fre- 
uently interrupted, sometimes for weeks, and sometimes 
or months, in which I have not written a single line; 
and even now I have not read the whole in connexior. : 
hence I think it probable there may be some repetitions. 
For these, and all other philological inaccuracies, I soli- 
cit the indulgence of a candid public. | | 
It is my fervent prayer, that the time may soon come 
when the watchmen hall ger eye to eye, and when they shall 
lift up their voice tagether; when that spirit of intoler- 
ance and bigotry, so prejudicial to the interests of reli- 
gion, shall be succeeded by an enlightened, liberal, and 
evangelical philanthropy ; when that ty which seek- 
eth not her own, which vawnteth not which doth 
not behave wnseemly, which rejoiceth only in the truth, 
hall universally prevail. That you, dear Sit, may have 
the honour of contributing to the ion of these glo- 


rious objects, and the happiness _ their pa. 6 
accomplichment, is the sincere Wh of, Rev. Sir, your 
affectionate friend and fellow-labourer in the kingdom and 


patience of Jesus Christ, 
e i THOMAS BALDWIN. 
E Hoc ton, July 1, 1810. * 
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«ho AND DEAR 2s, 


OS OOH of m 8 


85 my X# to him, , vithout correcting e 
wy Roby 0 misrepresentations. nm. To this 
— an ans wer a few weeks after ; in which it 


that, in my to you, me fu notice might Me 
the he complained. Having alre 25 = 
S his 3 — 
&c. I have room briefly to novice what in his we et 


entitle, * Mizrefresentations detected and improved.” 
In this Section the — fullow ing things are noti 
. votes me as mying. * If 
uch you make this honest that how 
— as (0 infant bafuiem is SILENT?” Upon he Cy. 
The 25 my Letter upon which you this 18. 
Wot om, as this, * And the st/ence of ecrifeture about 4" : 
2 — ing at the Lord's table is as good evidence that = 
did not 1 as the #{/ence of ripture respecting the hapf 
of infants is agginst their being baptized.” . My words,” # 
he, by no fair construction, could imply that the i 
mare t with regard to infant buſitiam, than the) are f pe 
e to women's frartaking at the Lord's table.” To ht: 
I really thought it was his meaning, and I Still 14 
rds imply, oro the scripture was entirely silezt in both N 1 
1 Ager to be a favourite argument with Pzdobap:k4 
his remarks, the public will deduct as much g 
my mM pument, as his Ex nation may entitle him fairly to 4: 
y Piece to which the Friendly Letter was written HAHN. 
ply, in to Show the frractice of the apostalic church, I | 
ted Act ii. 42, of which r. W. complained that such a MAH 
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